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Current Topics. 


Lord Cozens-Hardy. 

THE Master of the Rolls is taking the title of Baron Cozens- 
Harpy of Letheringsett, in the County of Norfolk. The 
institution of the peerage has that touch of romance and 
medice-valism which lends interest to life, but it is a matter of 
regret when the distinction leads to the sacrifice of a well-known 
name. In the present case there will be no such breach of 
continuity. , 


Evidence in Land Value Appeals. 

Tue Drarr R. S. C. as to evidence on Land Value Appeals, 
which we printed recently (anfe, p. 500) bas now been issued 
without alteration. The effect is that oral evidence at the hear 
ing of such appeals, instead of being usual, will not be admitted 
unkss specially directed. 


Intermediate Appeals. 

A CORRESPONDENT of the 7'imes, in a letter which we print in 
another column, suggests the abolition of the intermediate 
Court of Appeal and the substitution for the present Court of 
Appeal and for the two final appellate tribunals—tbhe House of 
Lords and the Judicial Committee—of one final court. He 
recalls the controversy which arose on this matter at the time of 
the passing of the Judicature Acts. Lord SeLporne desired 
that the consolidation of the various superior courts in the High 
Court of Justice should be accompanied by a corresponding 
consolidation of the various Courts of Appeal; the House of 
Lords and the Judicial Committee being amalgamated in the 
process, and the old Chancery Court of Appeal and the Exchequer 
Chamber being dropped. But this proposal encountered 
great opposition, and Lord CAIRNs, to whom the care of 
the legislation finally fell, ‘ preferred the establishment 
of an intermediate Court of Appeal, which should be a strong 
court, and should prevent appeals being carried to the House of 
Lords. The Court of Appeal has certainly justified its existence, 
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It has contained many judges of great eminence, and if its 
decisions have not always been beyond reversal, the number of 
cases which have been carried further have been comparatively 
few. Itis quite possible that Lord SeLBorne’s scheme for 
consolidating the final courts of appeal will be realized, and 
the present Lord Chancellor has frequently forecast a similar 
scheme. But the Court of Appeal—notwithstanding its present 
burden of arrears—has proved an excellent working tribunal, 
and any proposals to interfere with it would require very 
careful consideration. 

Amendments in the Course of Delivering 

Judgments. 

THE MODERN practice which allows the liberal amendment of 
writs and pleadings, subject to terms as to costs, is of course a 
great improvement on the rigidity of pre-Judicature Act days, 
wlien justice was often defeated through a technicality or a slip 
But may not the power of amendment be carried a little too far ? 
An illustration of what we mean is afforded by the course adopted 
by Mr. Justice Row iatt in Vivery v. Ediss (Times, June 25th), 
The plaintiffs sued the defendant on alleged verbal agreements 
made in June, 1907, and February, 1909, for the payment of 
interest on a loan made by the plaintiffs to the defendant. The 
balance of principal due had been paid into court, so the only 
dispute at the time was as to interest. Mr. Justice RowLAT: 
held that neither of the alleged agreements to pay interest had 
been proved, but on the strength of a letter dated December, 
1912, which came out in the evidence, he held that there had 
been a novation in November of that year—four years, nearly, 
after the latest of the two original contracts—and a new contract 
involving the payment of interest. He accordingly amended 
writ and claim so as to allege a contract dated November, 1912, 
which had never been suggested during the hearing, and to rebut 
which, accordingly, the defendant’s counsel had directed neither 
his evidence nor his argument. The practical result, of course, 
was that the plaintiffs got their costs, which otherwise they 
would have lost. : 


Presumptions of Survivorship. 

AN INTERESTING, and not unimportant point of probate 
practice is illustrated by Re Lawrence Irving, Presumed Deceased 
(Times, June 30th), which came before the President last week. 
Mr. and Mrs. IRVING were on board the ill-fated Empress of Zreland 
when it sank on the 29th of May in the Saint Lawrence River 
after collision with The Storstad, and neither of them was found 
among the survivors. Presumably, therefore, both perished in 
the collision, and, since there was. no evidence as to which 
survived, the rule of English law is that they are treated as 
commorientes—-i.e,, persons who have died at the same moment of 
time. For English law, anlike systems founded on the Codes 
of Justinian, permits no presumptions of survivorship based on 
supposed advantages of age and sex, although it will give heed 
to any actual circumstantial evidence which affects the issue. In 
such cases the rule of probate practice was settled by Mr. 
Justice BARGRAVE DANE last year in Le Roby (1913, P. 6) 
Where no doubt exists as to the death of both parties, and no 
evidence of survivorship is available, it is the duty of the proper 
executors or administrators of the parties in each case to apply 
for probate to the probate registrar, making the usual affidavit 
as to death. But where any doubt or complication exiats, the 
registrar must refuse the grant and invite the parties to move 
in court for leave to presume death and for any necessary 
directions. In such a case, where affidavits are made that 
the parties are believed to have died intestate and uninsured— 
both, of course, very important points—the court grants letters 
to the respective next-of-kin of husband and wile, and gives 
leave to the respective administrators to swear that both parties 
perished at the same moment of time on the supposed date of 
the death: Re Emily Benyon, Presumed Deceased (1901, P. 141). 
In Benyon’s case the parties were a husband and wife engaged 
in missionary work in China who were believed to have perished 
in @ Boxer massacre; while in Loby’s case the spouses had 
actually perished in a railway accident at Ditton, and a post- 
mortem had been made on bodies identified as theirs, but without 
dise'osing any reliable indications of survivorship. The Laurence 


Irving case differed very little from the Benyon case, but Mr. IRVING 
did not die intestate, although he died uninsured ; he had left a 
will naming his wife sole executrix and universal legatee. Leave 
was therefore granted, as in the Benyon case, and administration, 
but of course with the will annexed, to Mr. IrvING’s estate. 


Devises in Strict Settlement. 


IT REQUIRES a somewhat minute examination of the limitations 
in Re Simcoe (1913, 1 Ch. 552) and in Re Lord Lawrence (reported 
elsewhere) to discover how ASTBURY, J., was able to reduce the 
estate of the first taker in the latter case to an estate for life, 
without disagreeing with the decision of SwiNFEN Eapy, J., 
to the contrary in the former case. The question is how far a 
general preliminary limitation, which by itself would give an 
estate tail, is qualified by a subsequent proviso that the first 
estate is to be for life only. In Re Simcoe the first devise was 
to A and his issue male in succession, so that elder sons and 
their issue male should be preferred to younger sons and their 
issue male, and so that every such son might take an estate for his 
life, with remainder to his first and every other son successively 
accordingly to seniority in tail male. The words of this proviso 
did not in terms extend to A, though of course the proviso 
was meaningless unless A’s estate also was to be for life only ; 
and SwinreNn Eapy, J., adopting the well-settled rule that 
technical words must have their proper legal effect, even though 
there are repugnant directions in the will (Roddy v. Fitzgerald, 
per Lord WENSLYDALE, 6 H. L. C., p. 877), declined to cut down 
A’s estate tail to an estate for life by reference to the proviso. 
But in Re Lord Lawrence it was not possible to separate the 
proviso from the estate of the first taker. The limitation was for 
‘every son of mine and his issue male in succession,” so that 





| life. 


elder sons should be preferred to younger, and so that sons and 
| grandsons begotten in the lifetime of the testator should tako 
estates for life only with remainder in tail male. The proviso 
| clearly governed the preliminary limitation, and on the principle 
| that the whole of the will must be read together, AstBuRY, J., lield 
that the estate of the first taker was cut down to an estate for 
It is quite possible that on this principle the same result 
might have followed in Le Simcoe ; but the above reasoning seems 
to distinguish the cases. 


Penalty or Liquidated Damages. 


THE JUDGMENT of Lord DUNEDIN in Dunlop Pneumatic Tyr: 
Co. v. New Garage, &e., Co. (Times, 2nd inst.), decided by the 
House of Lords this week, contains an interesting statement of 
the principles which the courts have followed in determining 
whether a sum fixed to be paid for breach of a contract is a 
penalty or’liquidated damages. It is, of course, familiar law that 
the question is not settled by the use of these terms. A sum 
stated to be a penalty may be construed as liquidated damages, 
and vice versa: Law vy. Redditch Local Board (1892, 1 Q. B. 127). 
It is a question not of the use of these terms—though they are not 
unimportant—but of the general intention as to the fixed sum 
deduced from the whole agreement; in fact, whether it is in 
terrorem, or a genuine estimate of damage, so far as an estimate is 
possible : Clydebank Engineering Co. v. Castaneda (1905, A.C. 6). 
A fixed payment reserved fo: breach of a contract to pay a sum 
of smaller amount is a well-knowa example of a penalty : Kembl: 
v. Farran (6 Bing. 141); and where a single sum is reserved in 
respect of breach of any one of a number of stipulations of vary- 
ing degrees of importance, this is a s'rong indication that it is 
a penalty; at any rate, where the damage following from 
the breach of some would be slight: Elphinstone v. 
Vonkland Iron and Coal Co, (11 App. Cas., p. 342); see 
Re Newman (4 Ch. D. 724) and Wallis vy. Smith (21 Ch. D. 243). 
But this is not conclusive, for the fixing of the same sum for 
several different breaches may be due to the impossibility of 
pre-estimating the damage: Clydebank case (supra, at p. 11, per 
Lord Hatspury). In the present case an agreement for the 
supply of motor-tyre covers and tubes bound the purchasers not 
to tamper with the manufacturers’ marks ; not to sell to private 
customers at less than the price lists ; and not to sell to persons 
on the manufacturers’ prohibited list ; and a sum of £5 for each 





article sold in breach of the agreement was fixed as liquidated 
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damages, and not asa penalty. On an inquiry as to damages 
for breach of the agreement, Master Romer held that the £5 
was liquidated damages ; this was overruled by tke Court of 
Appeal, but has been restored by the House of Lords. 


The Benevolent Construction of Marine Insurance 
Policies 
In Fenwick & Co. (Limited) v. Merchants Marine Insurance Co. 
(Limited) (Times, Juno 26th) BattHacue, J., applied to the 
interpretation of a niarine insurance policy what is sometimes 
euphemistica!ly called the “ benevolent princip'e of construction.” 
In other words, he interpreted it, not in accordance with the 
literal meaning of the document, or with strict logic, but in 
accordance with what one may call the “equity of the policy.” 
The Cornwood was insured with the defendant underwriters 
against the usual marine perils and liabilities, and attached to 
the slip was a running-down clause, which provided as follows :— 
“Tt is further agreed that, if the ship hereby insured sha// 
come into collision with any other ship or vessel, and the assured 
shall in consequence thereof pay by way of damages to any other 
person or persons any sum or sums this company will 
pay the assured, &e.” 

Now this form of running-down clause is well-known ; in fact, 
it is practically identical with that found in the leading case of 
MacCowan v. Baine & Johnston (1891, A. C. 401). It is 
obviously intended as an indemnity to the owners of the insured 
vessel against any third liability in which his own negligence 
may involve her to a vessel with which she collides. But it 
limits the indemnity to cases in which two conditions precedent 
have both occurred: (1) there has been a collision between the 
insured vessel-and another ship; (2) the liability to the third 
party has been the consequence of that collision. Now, in the 
leading case we have just referred to, Zhe Niobe, a vessel insured 
subject to this clause, was being towed to Cardiff; her tug—not 
herself—came into collision with a strange vessel ; the owner of 
that ship recovered damages from both the tug and her tow, 7/he 
Niobe. Here there had been no collision between the insured 
vessel and any other vessel : did ‘the clause apply? Literally it 
obviously did not, and Lord BRAMWELL refused to go outside 
the literal interpretation. But his colleagues in the House of 
Lords, namely, Lord SELBoRNE, Lord WATSON and Lord Morris, 
refused to cut down the clause in this way, and held that the 
assured was entitled to his indemnity as if his vessel had actually 
had a physical collision with some other ship. Lord SELBorNE 
ingeniously held that there aretwo kinds of collision, which he 
called the “direct ” and the “indirect.” In a “direct collision ” 
each colliding ship comes into actual contact with the other. But 
in an “indirect ” collision the guilty ship does not itself come 
into physical contact with the injured vessel ; what happens is 
that it is identified with some vessel, or accessory to a vessel, 
which comes into such physical centact. The doctrine of identifica- 
tion between tug and tow, therefore, brought Zhe Nio'e within 
the protection of the indemnity clause, although it had not been 

in actual contact with the injured vessel. 


Indirect Collisions. 


Now, IN The N-obe's case, owing to the doctrine of identifica 
tion between tug and tow, it was easy for the House of Lords to 
read the running-down clause in a benevolent sense without 
offending literalism too much. Indeed, Lord SELBORNE (supra, at 
p. 403) expressly guarded himself against the extension of this 
mode of overruling what he ealled “extreme literalism” to cases 
where no collision, direct or indirect, has occurred. But, in the 
case of The Cornwood, Mr. Justice BAILHACHE had a much harder 
task before him. For what happened was this. Zhe Cornwood 
Was going up the Seine and trying to get past a slower ship, Zhe 
Lowen. Just then a third vessel, Zhe Gulutie, was coming down 
the river. As the result of a mistake in navigation, for 
which the French courts held her responsible, The Cornwood 
touched The Rouen and ran ashore, causing distress t» The Rouen 
by the backwash of her propeller. The result was that in her 
turn The Rowen made a blunder, for which she was held responsible, 
and collided with. The Galatie. The French courts held Zhe 
Houen liable to pay damages to The Galatie, and The Cornwood 
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liable to indemnify 7he /touen against their damages, since Z've 
Cornwood’s initial blunder had occasioned Zhe Rouen’s subsequent 
mistake and her collision with The Galatie. What Mr. Justice 
3AILHACHE had to decide was whether or not this liability of The 
C rnw) d was in consequence of any collision, direct or indirect, 
within the meaning of the running-down clause as interpreted by 
the House of Lords in The Niobe’s case. In the present case the 
actual collision took place between The Galatie and The Rouen with 
neither of which vessels Zhe Cornwood was connected or identified. 
But his Lordship boldly held that the whole complicated 
sequences of relations between the three vessels must be treated 
as one united event, namely a “collision.” That being so, The 
Curnwood had been in a collision with another vessel. Again, 
since the negligent navigation of Zhe Cornwood was the primary 
—although not the immediate—-cause of the damage, all loss 
resulting must be regarded as “in consequence of the collision,” 
interpreted in this wide sense ; and so Ze Cornwood could recover 
against the underwriters. But, as Lord BRAMWELL remarked in 
his able dissenting judgment in Zhe Niobe (supra, at p. 411), 
“This seems to be a case (too common) in which there is a 
tendency to depart from!the natural primary meaning of words, 
and add to o1 take from them—-to hold that constructively words 
mean something different from what they say. It introduces 
uncertainty. No case is desperate when plain words may be 
disregarded.” 


The Executor’s Right of Retainer. 

In rus case of Re Harris (ante, p. 653) Sareant, J., has taken 
the step which Nuvitiy, J., declined to take some years ago in 
Re Jennes (53 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 376), and has held that ‘an 
executor is entitled to retain the amount of a simple contract 
debt due to him, as against a specialty creditor. The right of 
retainer arises from the fact that an executor cannot sue himself, 
but it was not, originally at any rate, favoured in equity. Equity, 
said Lord Keeper Wricut in Hopton v. Dryden (1701, 2 Eq. Cas, 
Abr., p. 451, will never assist a retainer, and he made an 
executor rank pari passu with other creditors as against equit- 
able assets. And at law an executor could not retain as against 
a creditor of a higher degree; he could not, that is, retain his 
simple contract debt as against a specialty creditor. But by the 
Administration of Estates Act, 1869, specialty and simple con- 
tract creditors were placed on the same footing, and hence the 
question arose whether the executor’s right of retainer, and also 
his right of preference, had been thereby enlarged. As regards 
the right of retainer it was thought at first by Mains, V.C., in 
Crowder v. Stewart (16 Ch. D. 368) that it had been enlarged, 
but this view was not aceépted (Wilson vy. Coxwell, 23 Ch. D. 
764); Re Jones (31 Ch. D. 440); though, since the fund 
for payment of simple contract creditors had been enlarged, the 
right of retainer had indirectly been made more valuable. There 
was « similar conflict of opinion in regard to the right of prefer- 
ence. In Re Orsmunde (58 L. T. 24) Kexewicn, J., held that it 
had been enlarged ; in Re Hankey (1899, 1 Ch, 541) Nortu, J., held 
the contrary, on the ground that the rule as to retainer ought 
to apply also to preference. But in Re Samson (1906, 2 Ch. 584) 
the Court of Appeal decided in favour of Re Orsmunde, and allowed 
the executor to prefer a simple contract to a specialty debt. It 
secnis to follow that the opinion of Matis, V.C., was right after 
all, and that the right of retainer applies equally against specialty 
and simple contract debts, but in Re Jennes (supra) Nuvitie, J., 
while of this opinion, thought himself bound by the authorities to 
decide to the contrary. In Re Harris (supra), however, SaRGENT, 
J., has adopted the obvious result of Re Samson, and has held that 
the right of retainer has been enlarged. He was assisted in this 
by an Irish decision to the same effect—Olpherts v. Croyton 
(1913, 1 I. R., 211). 


Awards of Salvage. 

IN suits which come before the courts, judges, of course, 
when they have a diseretion in the award of damages and 
quantum meruit, are not bound by customs or agreements which 
have urisen in similar cases outside the courts, But where, in 
any trade, a basis of sharing profits between capital and labour 
has been fixed by the award of an arbitrator or a conciliation 
board, it seems undesirable that a judge should refuse to recog- 
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nize su:h basis in a proper case, unless the circumstances are very 
exceptional indeed. Thus one doubts whether Mr. Justice Bar- 
GRAVE DgaNeé made a_ wise use of his judicial discretion 
n distributing salvage as between owners ani crew in The 
Hamburg (Times, July 1st). It freqaently happens that a trawler 
is called on to render salvage services, and after ths Grimsby 
strike some years ago Sir Epwarp Fry, acting as arbitrator 
between masters and men, made an award fixing the crews’ 
proportion of salvage as one-third of any salvage remuneration 
eirned. Now, in Zhe Humlurg, the owner and crew of a trawler 
brought the usual salvage action for services rendered to a vessel 
called The | Mr. Justice BARGRAVE DEANE awarded to 
The Hamburg as salvage remuneration the sum tendered by the 
defendants, which he deemed sutflicient ; but refused to follow the 
Fry award, and apportioned to the crew only one-fourth of the 
remuneration avy opposed to the proportion of one-third recog- 
nized by the award. This he did bacause he considered that the 
crew, by ceasing work at Christmas time, had diminished the 
profit-earning capacity of the trawler and so prejudiced the 
owners. But this a matter for settlement between 
masters and men, in no way relevant to the apportionment of the 
salvage award. Such apportionment must depend upon the 
respective quinfum meruits of the ship and the crew, and where 
this quantum meruit is fixed by custom, or by a trade agreement, 
it seems undesirable that the court shou'd vary it. 


evanis 


seems 


House 

Ir HAS been said that the rules 
not apply to commercial transactions (Manchester Trust v. Furness, 
1895, 2 Q. B., p. 545), ani the decision of Scrurron, J., in 
Wells v. Smith (Times, 1st inst.) appears to be founded on this 
principle. The plaintiff had placed a furnished house in the 
hands of house agents. The agents, in the usual way, asked an 
intending tenant for a reference, and on the defendant's name 
being given, inquired of him if she were thoroughly responsible 
and in all ways a desirable tenant. He replied disclaiming know 
ledge of the tenant’s financial standing, but at the same time say'ng 
he would not hesitate to let a house of his own to her at the figure 
named. She was accepted as tenant, but the result as to 
payment of rent and care of the house and furniture was not 
satisfactory. Moreover, she used the house for immoral 
purposes, and her reputation was known to the defendant and to 
the agents at the time of letting, though not to the plaintiff. 
Under these cireumstances ScruTron, J., naturally refused to 
attribute the knowledge of the agents to their principal, and 
gave judgment for the plaintiff for £60 in accordance with the 
verdict of the jury. 


Letting and References. 


as to cons'ructive not’ce do 
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** Gadshill” and Former 

WE READ that young farm labourer “ of Gadshill” was 
recently sentenced to imprisonment at the Isle of Wight County 
Police Court for neglecting to maintain his three young children, 
and that the chairman of the court, in passing sentence, said 
that the Jaz ness of the father went a degree further than he bad 
ever heard of before. We do not know 
different Gadshills in the United Kingdom, but Gadshill, nea: 
Strood, in Kent, had, iong after the days of FALSTAFF, an evil 
reputation in the law courts. In an action against the hundred 


its Reputation. 


a 





whether there are | 


of Gravesend for a robbery on Gadshill, “it seemed hurd, says the 
~ 4 ] 


book, to the inhabitants that they should answer for robberies 
committed on Gadshill, because they were there so frequent, that 
if the inhabitants should answer for all of them, they would be 
utterly undone”: Pinckney v. de Rotel (2 Wms. Saund. 377, note 
11). This appeal found no countenance in the court, but Gads 
hill has of recent years become more favourably known as having 
been in the neighbourhood of, and given its name to, CHARLES 
DICKENS’ country residence. 


Elections of Bar Councils in England and France, 
THE NUMBER of avocats who regularly attend the sittings 
at the Palais de Justice and make a living out of their profession 


hundred ; while those who voted at the election of the twenty 
members of the council of the order of avocats ameunted on 


the last occasion to 1,050. The reason for this interest in an 
election waich brings numbars of provincial avocats to Paris 
is ascribed by competent obsarvers to the eagerness with which 
all Frenchmen take part in elections, even where they have little 
or no practical interest in the result. This eagerness may |}: 
contrusted with the indifference to the exercise of their privileges 
which prevails among certain classes of Englishmen. 


/ 


The Motives of Legal Reform. 


THE nineteenth century was, as we are frequently reminded in 
public addresses by eminent persons in this country, and indeed 
in all the Western world, a great period of legal reform. Our 
penal laws, our laws of civil and criminal procedure, the system of 
marriage and divoree, the methods of conveyancing and the form 
of local government-——all are very different from what they were 
in the days when Lord ELDON sat on the Woolsack for nearly 
thirty years. But while we all recognize this, there are certain 
questions which a curious inquirer from another planet might 2 
disposed to ask, and to which he would get no clear reply either 
from the layman, or from the lawyer, or from the legislator, or 
even from the professed teacher of jurisprudence. What ha- 
been the motive power which has led to all this century of 
change ? What is the direction in which it is moving? What 
is the standard or ideal which it sets before it? A thoughtful 
and serious attempt to answer these questions is contained in 
Prof. Dicry’s well-known treatise on Law and Opinion in 
England, of which a second edition has just been published.* 

Prof. Dicky contends that in England, in the nineteenth and 
twentieth centuries, law is essentially based on “ public opinion, 
and changes pretty rapidly with changes in that opinion ; though, 
with characteristic caution and distrust of generalization, he wiil 
not accept the view—ably contended for by Davin Hume, whose 
exposition of it he quotes—that law everywhere is always based 
on public opinion. ‘Ibis Prof. Dicey’ will not have. He sevs 
three objections to it. In most ages and countries, he points 
out, law is based on custom—which he refuses to regard as 
merely a manifestation of a traditional public opinion. Again, 
he points out that in other countries where law has changed even 
more than in England during the last century, such as India and 
Egypt, the new legislation is not due to the public opinioa of 
those countries, but to the opinion of an alien governing class. 
Still again, he argues that there are cases in which a strong 
public opinion pervades a country and yet has no practical 
results in legislation, because it lacks a working organ of 
legislative change. Examples of this are France in the eighteenth 
century, ‘and Russia in the nineteenth, where new philosophical 
theories dominate society, but cannot seriously influence the 
bureaucracy who ruled at that time or now rule ia the name of King 
or Czar. Hence Prof. Dicey prefers to regard the direct relation 
between dominant tendencies of public opinion aud legislation, 
which he traces in nineteenth-century England, as a peculiar 
phenomenon of our country and our age. 

Prof. Dicky’s view is that, if we take the whole course of 
English legal history from 1800 to 1914, we shall find in it 
three «ifferent periods in which different currents of public 
opinion, one in each period, have been dominant in England. 
Kach of these currents, he considers, practically dictated the 
legislati n of a generation in accordance with its peculiar ideals. 
The three currents are (1) the Tory belief of Lord ELpon’s age 
in the perfection of our institutions, which inspired Burke and 








| BLACKSTONE ; (2) the /aisser-fuire individualism (as he deems it) 


of BentHAM and the older ezonomists, which inspired th: 


| reforming energies of the early and middle Victorian periods 


and (3) the socialistic views of JouN STUART MILL in his lata 


| years, which he regards as having paved the way for the collectivis' 


tendencies of the last fifty years. He attempts to prove th: 
existence and direct effect in practice of each of these currents by 
an able and extremely interesting analysis of the legislation 


( | which marked the respective periods. 
is, according to the French newspapers, between six or seven | 


* Lectures on the Relatioa between Law and Public Opinion in England during tle 
Nineteenth Century. By A. V. Dicky, K ¢., Hou, D.C.L., Second Edition. Macmillan & 
Co. (Limitcd.) 1s. td pet. 
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As a matter of fact, the attempt to differentiate in this way 
between the legislation of the three periods breaks down hope- 
lessly. A continuous tendency of legislation all in the same 
direction appears throughout the whole century. Simplification 
of law and procedure goes on gradually allthetime. The reform 
of our penal law commenced with RoMILLy in the first twenty 
years of the century, was continued by BrouGHaM and PEEL and‘ 
even PALMERSTON, and, apart from one or two casual signs of 
reaction—such as the recent revival of corporal punishment in 
deference to a passing wave of public panic—is still rapidly pro- 
gressing. Reform of the marriage laws and the law of property 
goon all the time. Factory Acts, known at first as Health 
and Morals Acts, were passed in 1802, 1819, 1825, 1829, 
and 1831—all in Prof. Dicey’s period of Tory quiescence ; 
they were still more frequent and far-reaching during the 
administration of Prgt, Russect, and PALMERSTON—in the 
so-called period of Jaisser-faire; so that it is impossible to 
regard socialistic legislation for the protection of labour as 
really a new movement. Prof. Dicey sees all this, and 
states it fairly. He is driven to all sorts of artificial devices to 
explain away the obvious discrepancy between his theory and 
the facts. Thus he distinguishes reforms due to the humani 
tarian from those due to the utilitarian schools of thought, 
even when the type of reform is just the same. He finds that 
“ counter-currents”” and “ cross-currents” in every age hav 
resisted the “dominant current ” of public opinion, and placed on 
the statute-book “ exceptions ” to the rule of legislative tendency 
during each period. 

The truth, we believe, is that all these theories about the 
dominance of individualism in one generation and collectivism in 
another have little or no reality in actual life. Doctrinaire and 
academic thinkers who hold advanced views may be 
individualists in one age and socialists in the next ; but practical 
men who make and administer Jaws are influenced by the same 
tendencies all the time. They see the existence of practical evils 
and try to find a working solution for them. Man is a progres- 
sive being ; new economic and social problems are always con 
fronting him; and he tries to solve them as best he can without 
much regard to theory. 

As a matter of history, however, it is fairly easy to trace cer 
tain dominant lines of opinion guiding the evolution of legal 





reforms, but not over such short periods as Prof. Dicey selects. 
Thus, when our ancestors in medieval times began to struggle 
out of barbarian institutions based on custom and _ force, 
they modified the common law in accordance with the 


ethical standard of the age, namely, the Canon Law. | 


Courts of equity, acting as a Christian court of conscience, 
administered those principles of just conduct which the ecclesias- 
tical tribunals had borrowed from the Roman Law. Parliaments, 
inspired by the Canon Law, passed Usury Laws, Sump 
tuary Laws, Vagrancy Laws, and Poor Laws to prohibi‘ 
such vices as usury, extravagance, idleness, and the denial of 
charity. Again, in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, 
when the new social problems created by the Renaissance began to 
make themselves felt, our coma.on law judges and our legislators 
alike became law reformers acting on a definite principle. That | 
principle consisted in demanding “liberty” for the individual | 
under the guise of claiming the ancient “liberties” conceded to 
our ancestors in Magna Carta. By this device—the introduction | 
of such innovations as personal liberty, freedom of discussion, 
and freedom of thought, under the guise of enforcing old social 
privileges contained in ancient documents—Coker, Har, and 
MANSFIELD laid the foundations of our modern common law. 
Nearly all the principles which judges employ in order to vindi- 
cate the “liberty of the subject” owe their origin to ingenious 
inventions of this type. Although more practical in the working 
and more cumbrous in shape, these maxims and rules of English 
law really correspond to the “Abstract Rights” which the 
French jurists of the eighteenth century—now so much out of 
tashion—elaborated in symmetrical declarations on the “ Rights 
of Man.” ‘ 

A third perio? of our legal evolution is marked by the 
dominance of the mouern “ Utilitarian ” theory which really lies 
at the root of all the legal reforms of the last century. JEREMY 








BENTHAM is the great systematic exponent of this ereed, and 
to him in fact are due not only the Daur of the principle on 
which modern legislation proceeds, but also the suggestion of the 
actual lines along which it has proceeded. BENTHAM’s teaching 
is ably compressed by Prof. Dicey into five concise points, 
three of which he calls BENTHAM’s principles, and two of which 
he regards as corollaries. The first point is reliance on statute- 
law as an instrument of legal reform in preference to judge-made 
law—-i.c., the preference of scientific legislation in the shape of a 
symmetrical code over haphazard changes made by judges 
employing legal fictions or systems of equity. The second is the 
aims placed before legislators ; namely, to promote the greatest 
happiness of the greatest number. The third is the view that 
every normal adult is the best judge of what is good for him, 
and ought not to be vexed with unnecessary restrictions supposed 
to be for his good. The fourth point is the great modern 
extension of the sphere of contract, including the right to 
combine —i.c., the entrance into contracts of association. The 
lact is the emphasis laid on “ equality of opportunity,” to alter 
slightly Prof. Dicey’s way of stating this branch of utilitarianism. 
The thou ghtful explanation and discussion of those simple maxims, 
and the elaborate illustration of their applications in practice, 
make up the best and most instructive part of Prof. Dicgy’s 
useful book, 





Controlling the Discretion of 


Trustees. 
IT. 

With regard to the third category of cases already mentione‘| 
cases where the court has, in terms, laid it down that although 
the trustees might have a discretion to abstain from doing sme 
act, yet, if that act be done the court will scrutinise the manner 
in which the discretion has been exercised—JEsseL, M.R., in 
Tempest v. Lord Camoys (21 Ch. D, 576, at p. 578) stated that it 
was settled law that when a testator has given a pure discretion 
to trustees as to the exercise of a power, the court does not 
enforce the exercise of the power against the wish of the trustees, 
but it does prevent the trustees from exercising it improperly. 
“The court says,” his lordship concluded, “that the power, if 
exercised at all, is to be properly exercised.” 

The unwise exercise of a discretionary power, does not, of 
itself, induce the court to interfere. This seems to be the 
upshot of numerous cases. Lord Truro in Ke Be loved Wilkes’s 
Charity, (1851, 3 Mae. & @. 440), in refusing to interfere with the 


| decision of certain trustees, stated his view of the authorities as 


follows: ‘The court was not bound to go into the grounds upon 
which the trustees had come to a decision, if that decision had 
been come to with an entire absence of indirect motive, with 
honesty of purpose and ona fair consideration of the subject. The 
duty of supervision on the part of the court was confined to the 
question of the honesty, integrity, and fairness with which the 
deliberation had been conducted, and would not be extended to 
the accuracy of the conclusion arrived at. In Zubor v. Brooks 
(10 Ch. D. 273) MALtns, V.C., although expressing the view that 
the trustees were not acting wisely, refused to interfere with 
the exercise of a discretion with regard to the pryment of income. 
In that case the discretion was declared by the settlement to be 
an uncontrolled and irresponsible one. Lord Cairns, L.C., in 
Gisborne y. Gisborne (2 App. Cas. 300) said he did not understand 
it to be the practice of the court to express any opinion wh. ther the 
trustees’ exercise of their discretion was a wise or an unwise one, 

A discretion vested in trustees is, like all other powers given 
to trustees, a joint power. Disagreément between the trustees 
with regard to the exercise of a discretionary power has some- 
times furnished the ground on which the court has been induced 
to interfere in the matter. But even here, the jurisdiction of 
the court seems to be doubtful, and the stricter view appears to 
be that if there is a disagreement about the exercise of a discre- 
tionary power—one trustee wishing to do something within the 
scope of the power, and the other trustee wishing to abstain from 
doing it—the power cannot be evercised. Thusin Camden v. Murray 
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(1880, 16 Ch. D. 161) Mains, V.C., refused to order trustees to 
exercise a discretionary power of sale, where one of them refused to 
sell the property. And in Zempest v. Lord Camoys (supra) the court 
refused to force a trustee to join with his co-trustee in the 
exercise of a discretionary power of sale and mortgage, although 
the other trustee was desirous of exercising the power. 

The effect of the institution of administration proceedings on 
the question of the readiness of the court to control the exercise 
of discretionary powers vested in trustees is far from clear. In 
practice the trustees usually surrender, as it were, their discre- 
tion in favour 6f the court. When administration is taken 
over by the court, the trustees must of course obtain the leave 
of the court to exercise their powers. Yet it appears to be 
doubtful whether in strictness the fact that the court has under- 
taken the administration of the trusts of the will under which the 
trustees derive their discretionary power bas much bearing on 
the question whether the court will control the discretion. 

Lord SELBORNE doubted, in the case of Bro hy v. Bellany 
(L. R. 8 Ch. 798), whether the commencement of administration 
proceedings had not put an end to the discretion of trustees of a 
will with regard to the maintenance of children. When the case, 
however, came before his lordship and JAMES and MELLISH, 
L.JJ., the court, proceeding on the ground that the commence- 
ment of administration proceedings had not extinguished the 
trustees’ discretion, refused to disturb the exercise of that dis- 
eretion. In Je Courtier, Coles v. Courtier (34 Ch. D. 136), where 
an order for administration had been mace by the court on the 
application of the tenant for life and trastee on an originating 
summons, the Court of Appeal held that the court had no jurisdic- 
tion to interfere with the discretion of a sole trustee who was 
also the tenant for life, and who had a discretionary power of 
selling leaseholds which she preferred not to exercise. In Ji 
Blake, Jones v. Blake (29 Ch. D. 913), although the question arose 
in administration proceedings, the Court of Appeal refused to 
interfere with the bona fide exercise of the trustees’ discretionary 
power to postpone the sale of real estate. 

On the other hand, in Bethell v. Abraham (L. R. 17 Eq. 24), 
where an estate was being administered by the court, and the 
trustees of the will sought to exercise the discretion given them 
with regard to investments, JESSEL, M.R., made it quite s clear that, 
in his opinion, the court could control the exercise of the 
discretion. His lordship said he undoubtedly had the power of 
doing s0, and that as he understood the doctrines of the court, 
so long as an estate remained to be administered by the court, 
the court would not allow a purchase or mortgage or any other 
investment to be made unless the court was satisfied with regard 
to its safety. 

The balance of authority appears to lead to the conclusion 
that the fact that the court is administering the trusts generally, 
will not, of itself, induce a more ready interference on the part of 
the court with discretionary powers bestowed on the trustees, 

In the recent case of lie D Eypinoiz’s Settlement, 1) Epinoiz v. 
Fettes (supra) the trustees of a settlement were invested with a 
discretion as to the investments of the trust funds. A beneficiary 
not being satisfied with regard to the present value of certain 
leasehold property, on the mortgage of which part of the trust 
funds had been invested, took out an originating summons, ask- 
ing, amongst other things, whether the investme nt was a proper 
one, and whether it was for the benefit of the persons interested 
under the settlement that it should be continued or called in. 
WARRINGTON, J., stated that the court had clearly jurisdiction, 
since Order 55 of the K.8.C., 1883, came into operation, to direct 
the inquiry, without directing that the trusts should be carried 
into execution, and he directed an inquiry accordingly. 








It is understood, says the 
have given authority for the 
schemes under the Housing, 


Times, that the Local Government Board 
preparation of five further town-planning 
Town-Planning, &e., Act, lsvy. Th 
schemes are authorized to be prepared by the ‘corporations of Hudders 
field and Tynemouth and the Urban District Council of Barnet. In 
the case of Huddersfield three schemes are authorized to be prepared 
relating to areas of 1,071, 913, and 310 acres situate within the borough. 
In the case of Tynemouth the scheme is to extend to an area of 945 
acres, situated partly in the borough and partly in the urban district 
of Whitley and Monkseaton. In the case of Barnet the scheme is ‘to 


apply to an area of 2,213 acres in the urban district. 


Reviews. 


Personal Property. 


Law or PersonaL Property. INTENDED 
ror THe Use or Strupents 1n Conveyancine. By the lat: 
Josuua Wiiitams, K.C. Seventeenth Edition, by his Son, T. 
Cyprian WituiaMs, Barrister-at-Law;one of the Conveyancing 
Counsel to the Court. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 2\s. 

The table of dates prefixed to this edition of Williams on Personal 
Property shews that the first edition was published in 1848, or 66 
years ago—an average of 4 years to each edition. The last prepared 
by the author was the 11th edition, published in 1881. Since then 
the work has been in the competent hands of the present editor, 
who, on the occasion of the 14th edition in 1894, largely rewrote it, 


PRINCIPLES OF THE 


The present ‘edition incorporates the legislative changes mack 
since 1906, and these include a number of important statutes- 
the Trade Marks Act, 1905, the Patents and Designs Act, 
1907, the Companies Acts of 1907 and 1908, the Finance 
Act, 1910, and the Copyright Act, 1911. These, so far as 
relevant, have been incorporated in the text, and in particular 


the chapter on Patents and Copyrights (Part IL. chap. VIL) has 
been carefully revised so as to shew concisely the new statutory 
rovisions. Apart from statutory changes, particular parts of the 
Sook have been revised or amplified. The section on alienation for 
debt includes a statement of the law of distress, and a useful table 
has been inset of things privileged from distress, whether absolutel 5 
or conditionally, and, in either case, at common law or by statute. 
Privilege from distress has, of course, been ‘largely extended by the 
Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1908, though it is unfortunate that 
the wisdom of the Legislature did not frame that statute in more 
inte'ligible terms. 


The assignment of rights of action in tort and in contract raises 
important questions b ith historically and practically, and the law on 
one head has been restated. Rights of action both for tort and 
breach of contract were, as the editor points out, equally incapable 
of assignment at common law, and when this quueel incapacity was 
rel xed, there remained the special reason against assigning a right 
of action in tort, that the assignment might savour of maintenance. 
Hence it seems to be still in general true that a right of action in tort 
_ not assignable. “I think,” said Farwell, L.J., in Defries v. Milne 

1913, 1 Ch. 98), after reviewing the authorities, ‘ ‘it would be exceed- 
Gale bad policy to allow a person to sell rights of action for tort 
which he did not care to run the risk of enforcing himself.” There 
are exceptions, however, where the right of action is incident to an 
interest in property w hich is also being assigned (Dickinson v. Burrell, 
L. R. 1 Eq. 337), and at p. 169 Mr. Williams refers to other 
instances where the strict rule does not prevail ; and he points out 
that a transfer of a right of action in tort may take place by virtue 
of subrogatioa under a policy of insurance (see Ring’ v. Victoria 
Insurance (o. (1896, A. C. 250). The assignment of choses in action 
founded on contract—discussed at pp. 199, et seg.—was first alowed in 
equity, provided it was for value, and has now been facilitated by the 


Judicature Act, 1873, s. 25 (6) ; though, it seems, things in action 
assignable under the statute do not include the right to sue for 


unliquidated damages. These references to rights of tort and rights 
of action illustrate tbe difficult problems which await the student of 
the law of property. 

Among other new matter contained in this edition there is a 
restatement of the provision of the Statutes of Limitation as 
affecting choses in action. The statutes, as is well known, are 
intricate and confusing. The initial statute is the Limitation Act, 
1623, and for specialty debts the Civil Procedure Act, 1833 ; but the 
Real Property Limitation Acts, 1833 and 1874, contain provisions 
affecting personal property, and in addition there are the Statute of 
Irauds Amendment Act, 1828 (Lord Tenterden’s Act), and the 
Mercantile Law Amendment Ast 1856. And the difficulty arises 
not merely from the number of the statutes—that in itself is not so 
formidable—but from the oy! and subtle way in which they 
react on each other; for instance, the effect of the Real Property 
Limitation Act, 187 4, in barring as well the personal as the real 
remedies for money charged on land (see Sutton v. Sutton, 22 Ch. D. 
511); and we may also note the very subtle reasoning which 
makes six years the period for recovery of arrears of interest on a 
judgment debt (Re Fitzgerald, 1897, 1 1.R. 556), reasoning which even 
the judicial mind cannot always grasp. The pages which Mr. Williams 
gives to this subject present the statutory limitations on actions 
other than those to recover land very clearly and concisely. The 
beginner may not find the book very readable, but it will repay him 
to master it, and to the riper student it will always be a mine of 





interesting and useful matter. 
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Books of the Week. 
Partnership—The Law of Partnership. By J. ANpREW 
STRAHAN, M.A., LL.B., and Norman H. Otpuam, B.A., LL.B., 
Barristers-at-Law. Sweet. Maxwell (Limited). 10s. 
The Court of Chancery—Charles Dickens in Chancery, 
By E. T. Jaques, a Solicitor of the Supreme Court. Longmans, 
Green & Co. 1s. net. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


CHILTON vy. BLAIR & CO. (LIM.). No.1. 9th, 10th, and 29th June. 
WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION—ACCIDENT ARISING OUT OF THE EMmpPLoy- 
MENT—INJURY INDIRECTLY CAUSED BY DISOBEDIENCE TO ORDERS- 
Work PERFORMED IN DANGEROUS MANNER—WORKMEN’S COMPENSA- 

TION Act, 1906 (6 Ep 7, c. 58), s. 1 (1). 

A boy employed to mind machinery in a rolling mill was, contrary to 
the rules, sitting at his work when a fellcaw-workman touched him on 
the shoulder, causing him to turn round. The action resulted in his 
catching his foot in the rollers and being seriously injured. Had he 
been standing instead of sitting no accident would have happened. 

Held, that the accident was caused by negligence and disobedience 
to rules, but arose out of the employment, and that the injury being 
serious, the employers were isable. 

Appeal of the applicant from an award of the county court judge 
at Stockton-on-Tees. ‘lhe facts are suthciently stated in the headnote 
and the judgment below. Cur. adv. vult, 

‘THE Court allowed the appeal. 

Cozens-HaRpby, M.R., said it was well established that a workman 
who was seriously and permanently disabled by an accident might 
recover compensation if he was doing the work he was employed to 
do, though negligently and contrary to rules laid down, On the other 
hand, a workman could not recover compensation if he was doing 
something substantially different from the work he was employeu 
to do, though intended to produce the same results. An instance of 
the first class was where a man’s duty was to oil machinery, which 
he did while it was in motion, though forbidden to do so. The 
employer was held liable, though there was serious and wilful mis 
onduct : Mawdsley v. West Letyh Colliery Co, (5 B. W. C. C. 80). 
An instance of the second class of case was Plumb v. Cobden Flour 
Wills Co. (1914, A. C. 62), where a man whose duty it was to fill sacks 
by hand took upon himself to rig up some machinery to lift them, and 
it was held that he had taken himself out of his employment. It was 
frequently not easy to decide in any particular case which of the two 
rules applied, and the present case was one of difficulty. The facts 
were not in dispute. Chilton, an apprentice of 17, was engaged in 
rolling ventilation tiers. ‘There were two rollers, and a wheel at each 
end, two boys being employed at each wheel. He was actually engaged 
in his work of turning the wheel at one end. There was a platform 


2 feet 9 inches high on which he was sitting. He alleged that it was | 
| his duty of obtaining the key arose out of and in the 


easier to turn the wheel in a sitting position; but this was denied by 
the foreman, and at any rate, he knew that there was a rule that no 
one must sit at his work, and if the foreman had seen him sitting he 


would have got into trouble. While engaged in turning the wheel 


another boy .came from the other end of the roller to find a tool, and | 3 44 
: | Sorictrors, Field, Roscoe, 


: : - m ° Pohinso : Blaher . 
and his foot was caught in the rollers. The accident could not have | Robinson & Blaber. 


touched Chilton on the shoulder. This made him half turn round, 
happened if he had been standing instead of sitting. In those circum 
stances, his lordship thought the case fell within the first class men- 
tioned, and that the boy’s misconduct did not take him out of his 
employment. The learned judge had treated the case as falling within 
the rule of the House of Lords in Plumb v. Cobden Flour Mills Co. 
His lordship thought he had 


(supra), a case of the second class. 


misdirected himself on that point, and the result was that the appeal | 


would be allowed, and the case remitted to assess compensation unless 
the parties could agree to a proper figure. 

Swinren Eapy and Picxrorp, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the 
same effect.—Counset, G. F. Mortimer; Bairstow, K.C., and 7’. 
Richardson. Sowicrrors, G. & W Webb, for C. L. Townsend, Stock 
ton; Reuben Cohen, Stockton. 

[Reported by H. Lanerorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


PEPPER v. SAYER. No. 1. 18th and 29th June. 


WorkMen’s ComMPENSATION—AccIDENT ARISING OUT OF AND IN THE 


Course oF THE EmMPLOYMENT—Dvuty or Farm Battirr To Go Rounp | * ; tir " a 
| fact: or material amissions of facts —-) 68. 


Farm Buripines at Nicrt—Deatn Cavusep By Fatt waite Imprv- 


. , » “ eal 
DENTLY TRyING TO Get THROUGH Winpow TO OBTAIN Key—Work- | °7?’ 


MEN’s Compensation Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 48), s. 1 (1). 

A farm bailiff made it his practice to go round the farm buildings 
to see that their conten’s were safe, to lock them up, and return home 
with the keys the last thing at night. After being away from the 
premises for some hours, he was making his final round, and not having 
with him the key of a cowshed in which he had left another key he 





on the 


wanted to obtain, opened the window, vaulted on to the sill, and while 
there reaching within for the key, placed on a shelf within reach, over- 
balanced himself, fell, and was killed. 

Held, that his death, though caused by an imprude nt and risky acl, 
resulted from injury arising out of and in the course of his employ- 
ment, 

Barnes v. Nunnery Colliery Co. (1912, A. C. 44) applied. 

Appeal by the defendants from an award of the county court judge at 

astings. The deceased workman was a farm bailiff, in charge of the 
animals, poultry, and farm premises belonging to his employer. It was 
his practice to look round the last thing at night in order to see that 


| everything was safe, and, having locked up the buildings, to take th 
| keys of the cowshed and poultry-house home with him. He was also 
| responsible for the safe working of an acetylene gas plant in an om 


house, which it was necessary to examine at a late hour. On the date 
of the accident, being a Saturday, he had been with his wife and chil 
dren to do shopping in Hastings, and returned about 11 p.m. He 
knew he had left the key of the poultry-shed on a shelf in the cow 
house, but on going to get this he found he had left the key of the 
locked cowhouse in a trousers pocket at home, some three minutes’ walk 
away. The shelf was accessible from the cowhouse window, and he 
therefore proceeded to vault up on to the window-sill in order to reach 
for it. While resting his body on the window-sill, and endeavouring 
to get the key, he overbalanced himself, and fell inside on his head, 
sustaining injuries which caused his death. The county court judge, 
for the reasons stated in the judgment below, held that the accident 
did not arise out of and in the course of the employment. The depen 
dants appealed. Cur. adv. vult. 

Tue Court allowed the appeal. 

SWINFEN Eapy, L.J., after stating the facts of the case, proceeded : 
The learned judge held that the bailiff’s work for the day was com 
pleted about 8 p.m., when he left his master’s premises, and that his 
round to the buildings late at night after his return was ‘‘ from a 
perhaps laudable excess of zeal,’’ and not required of him as part o! 
his duty. He further held that if it was the man’s duty to enter the 
cowshed at that time of night, he ought to have entered through the 
door by means of the key entrusted to him for that purpose, and that 
the employer was not liable for the accident caused by taking the short 
cut of vaulting into the window. His lordship was unable to take this 
view. The bailiff was the responsible servant in charge of the gas 
plant, the animals, poultry and premises, and he was acting in discharge 
of his duty in making a final round to see that everything was safe. 
His master was ill, and the house required a supply of acetylene gas 
during the night, and his first visit was to the gas plant. His practic» 
in looking round was reasonable and proper in the ordinary course of 
his employment. If the deceased had strained himself in reaching 
through the window to obtain the key, the accident would undoubted] 
have arisen out of- his employment, and his lordship thought it arose 
none the less so, because he endeavoured to get the key while restiny 
on the window-sill. It would have been more prudent to obtain the 
key of the cowshed and ente by the door. but persons would take 
short cuts, or what they considered to be short cuts. In- Barnes v. 
Nunnery Colliery Co. (1912, A. C. 44) Lord Loreburn said that an arbi- 
trator had to ask himself whether the injury was caused by something 
reasonably incidental to the employment, by some risk to which a work 


man liable, like other men, to be careless and take short cuts, might 


be exposed in doing what he had to do. That question in the present 
ase could only be answered in the affirmative. The injuries which 
arose from the imprudent nfanner in which the deceased was discharging 


course of the 
employment. The apneal should be allowed. 

Picxrorp, L.J., delivered iudgment to the same effect, and CozEns- 
Harpy. M.R.. concurred.—Counsen. Rayner Goddard; EB. F. Lever. 
& Co., for Challender & Herington, Hastings ; 


[Reported by H. Lanororp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HOWELL wv. DERING AND OTHERS. No.2. 10th and 11th June. 
Practice—Issup—Event—Costs—Rvtes oF THE SupREME Court, 
1883, Orn. 65, rr. 1, 2. 

By ord. 65, r. 1. where any action, cause, matter or tissue 13 
tried with a jury, the costs shall follow the event unless the judge 
by whom such action. cause, matter or issue is tried, or the court, 
shall. for qood cause, otherwise order. In an action by a shareholder 
claiming relief on the ground that he had been induced to take shares 
faith of an untrue prospectus, terms were come to with all the 
defendants, except the brokers, whose names appeared as brokers for 
the company on the prospectus, and who had put in a separate defence, 
and were separately represented at the trial. The case proceeded 
aqainst the brokers, and the jury answered certain questions thus 

(1) Did the defendant brokers authorize the issue of the prospectus? 
No. (2) Did the prospectus contain untrue statements of material 
(3) Did the defendant 
rs believe the prospectus was true, and had they reasonable 
grounds for such belief ?—Yes. (4) Did the plaintiff take his shares 
relying upon the truth of the prospectus ?—Yes, The learned judge 
entered judqment for the defendants. The judqment az drawn up, so 
far as material, directed that, except as herein otherwise adjudged, 
the brokers should recover aqainst the plaintift their costs of defence 
to he taxed: and that on taxation the plaintiff should have his costs 
of the issues embodied in questions 2 and 4 above set out against the 
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brokers The 
qave the plaintiff any costs 


brokers appealed against 30 much of the judgment as 


aqainat them 


Held, that the anawer to questions 2 and 4 were not separate 
** aes, and the anawers of the pury thereto were not ‘events’ 
within the meaning f ord. 65. rr 1 and 2, the facts suqgeste d 
there: being merely a few links in the chain of alle ged facts which, 
if all were p ved, would have entitled the plaintiff to relief, and there- 
fore the defendants we entitled to their coats 

Appeal from a .judgment of Bailhache, J., sitting without a jury 
The action was brought against certain defendants. in luding Messrs 


Norman, Paine, Noakes, & Co., the brokers of a limited company, 
but sued as the promoter whose name appeare d on the prospectus; 
and the claim was to recover damages for alleged misrepresentation 


in the prospectus of the company, whereby the plaintiff was induced 
to take 700 in the company. All the defendants 
put in separate defences, and were separately represented at the trial 


The appellants by their defence admitted that they were brokers to 


shares of 5s. each 


the company, but denied that they were promoters, or that they 
sued, or authorized the issue of, the prospectus, or that they made 
any false representations, and they further pleaded that they had no 


knowledge of, and did not admit, any of the remaining allegations in 


the statement of claim At the trial terms were arranged as between 
the plaintiff and the directors, all charges of fraud being withdrawn, 
ind the action proceeded against the brokers. Certain questions were 
left to the jury, which, with their answers, were as follow (1) Did 
the defendant brokers authorize the issue of the prospectus ?7—No. (2) 
Did the prospectus contain untrue statements of material facts or 
material omissions of fact Yes (3) Did the :defendant brokers 


believe the prospectus to be true, and had they reasonable grounds for 


such belief Yes. (4) Did the plaintiff take his shares relying upon 
the truth of the prospectus Yes. Judgment, on these findings, was 
entered for the defendants with costs. When the judgment was drawn 


was adjudged 
and that 


up it 
brokers, 


that ‘‘the plaintiff nothing against the 
except as herein otherwise adjudged, the brokers 


recovel 


recover against the plaintiff their costs of defence to be taxed, and 
that on taxation the plaintiff have his costs of the issues as to the 
truth of the statements in the prospectus, and whether he was induced 
to take the shares relying upon the truth of the prospectus The 
brokers appealed against so much of the judgment as gave the 


plaintiff any costs against them, and asked that it should be adjudged 


that they should recover against the plaintiff the costs of the action. 
Buckiey, L.J., said the question turned on ord. 65, r. 1, which 
enacted that where any action, cause, matter or issue is tried with a 
jury the costs shall follow the event unless the judge by whom such 
(tion, cause, matter or issue is tried, or the court, shall, for good 
cause otherwise order The taxing officer took the view the two 
ts of costs in point were an ssue,’’ that the answers of the jury 
thereto were an “ event and that the costs must follow that event. 
The question was whether or not that ruling was right The matter 
brought before Bailhache. .J who was asked to alter the form 
tl judgment in that way The learned judge did not, however, 
his iy to do that, feeling himself bound by certain authorities, 
bu n terms iv the defendants the present appellants) leave to 
ppeal Thereupon the appellant rved an order in the interlocutory 
| but th uppeal was ordered t tand over until the appellants 
had presented a noti of appeal in tl} fina list The two matters 
now can before the « iW the ppeal in th final list being bv leave 
! | nd tions t l determined were 1) What is 
n is hit rd. ¢ 1 l ind (2) what an event within 
I ! li rdshiy opi it ipossible to argue 
t ever s in dispu between a plaintiff 
| ! | ! his ny ti defi ied an 188 
| purl ‘ t the? ‘ ! rrrve sucn term ) ti 3 Al ISSUe vas 
| | i plait f itself the right 
f ! l tf I } in itself give a 
t I I r fda led I W .° I ndant, would be in 
1 deter B i tl t ti ! f the statement 
pt me 1 | m i Tacts ] called ar 
i t all | ler 1 been adduced hich con ted thes 
part lef . nectus. tl tn geek ene 
ti tall r int It was all a que bor I ( Its answe 
did not 1 to at re f Coupled th other the answer might 
be a j ul ] hic pe d, might entitl 
pial tt ft I et but | led t t il An « nt 
is tl determin ot laim which resulted in a findi i that the 
plaintif ’ r was ! entitled to relief against the defendant. The 
swer in the present ca is ‘‘ no event | it led to nothing 
all The plaintiff had failed to connect the defendants with the 
prospectus, but h contended that the iseue of the truth of the pro 
spectus having been raised at the trial, he was entitled to the costs of 
proving that the document was untrue. Unfortunately, there were two 
appeals. The appellants had succeeded, but it was not necessary to 
have had two appeals relating to the same subject-matter. If the 


application to the judge to vary the order was the right course to pursue, 


then the appellants ought to have persisted with the interlocutory 
appeal against his refusal. But it seemed to him that by taking leave 
to present a final appeal the appellant thereby elected to treat the 
matter in that way. The appeal would be allowed 

KENNEDY and Pauwtrwore, L.JJ., agreed in this decision, and the 
appeal against so much of the order as gave the plaintiff any costs of 
the action was allowed with costs.—CounseL, for the appellants, 7 
Gore Browne, K.C., and Schwabe, K.C for the respondents, a. a 


Matthews, K.C., and P. B. Morle. Sorictrors, Wansey, Stammers, 
d So.: FP. Daphne. 
[Reported by Erskine Rein Barrister-at-Law.] 
BERESFORD v. WHITE. No. 2. 15th June. 
LipeL—PRIVILEGE—PROCEEDINGS IN CONTEMPLATION—STATEMENT Mapi 


By Witness IN Presence oF INTENDING LiTIGANT’s SOLICITOR. 

The plaintiff, who claimed to be the son of a peer and entitled to th 
Waterford commenced an action, for slander against t/ 
defendants. He averred that the alleged slander was uttered at an inte: 
at which the female defendant present with himsel| 
and his solicitor by arrangement in order to obtain information from her 
which was to be used in an action he was conte mplating bringing for the 
purpose of obtaining a declaration of legitimacy. The defendant wu 
effect said that the plaintiff was an impostor, and that she would do al! 
she could to prevent him from “ succeeding in his claim to the title and 
estates The master decideil that the occasion was privileged, and 
struck out the statement of claim as disclosing no reasonable cause of 


estates, 


riew wis 


action, and being frivolous and vexatious and an abuse of the proces 
of the The judge at chambers affirmed the master. The 
plaintiff appeale d. t 

Held, that the ordey appeale d from was right, as the interview was 
a privileged one by a solicitor with a person who might or might not 
for his client, and that the de famatory observations that 
were complained of were relevant to that issue and only added some- 


court 


be a witness 
thing that was material. 

Watson vr McEwan (1905, A. ('. 480) followed. 

Appeal by the plaintiff agaiust an order of Lord Coleridge, J., which 
affirmed a master who had struck out the plaintiff's statement of claim 
as shewing no reasonable cause of action. The plaintiff, described in 
the pleadings as George de la Poer Beresford, commouly known 
George Tooth, sued the defendants, Cornelius C, White and his wife 
Priscilla, for alleged slander. He alleged that he was the sole surviving 
son of John Henry de la Poer Beresford, fifth Marquess of Waterford, 
and Florence Grosvenor, Marchioness of Waterford. His was 
that Mre. White was lady’s maid to the marchioness from 1867 to her 
death in 1873. He averred that in 1912 there an interview at 
Rainhill, near Liverpool, where the defendants resided, at which Mrs. 
White said in his to Mr. Adrian Arthur Smith, a London 
solicitor, who was acting for him in regard to his claim to the Wate) 
ford the slander complained of, which was-as follows: He 
is the illegitimate son of Georgina Tooth, the sister of a cook in the 
employ of Mrs. Vivian, and was born in Holborn+ Union in February, 
1872. He is an impostor, and only turns up on the death of a marquess. 
At the death of the fifth marquess he turned up as usual. I will do 
ill I can to prevent him succeeding in his claim to the title and the 
estates. The sole ground of the appeal was that the judge ought not 
to have ruled that, the occasion being privileged, there was no slande1 
It was argued that at the most there was only a qualified privilege, and 
that the plaintiff was entitled to have his case tried in the ordinary way. 
Counsel put in two letters. The first was a communication from 
\less McMahon & Tweedie (of Waterford), solicitors to the Marquess 
of Waterford, to Messrs. Greenwood & Co., who were then acting as 


as 


case 
was 
presence 


estates, 





solicitors to the plaintiff, in which they acknowledge a letter stating 
that Messrs. Greenwood & Co.'s client (plaintiff) contemplated claim 
ing the Waterford estates. They characterised the claim as “ in 
pudent,’’ and said, ‘‘ We are in a position to prove beyond doubt tha 
this person is a child of Georgina Tooth, who was a servant in the 
employment’ of the late Mrs. Vivian, who subsequently became tl 
Marchioness of Waterford. His mother having died, Mrs. Vivian: 
rom motives of charity, undertook his support, and was supporting 
him at the time wher <d for many months before, she married the lat« 
Lord Waterford She ntinued to support him until her death, ard 
fter } leath the late Lord Waterford, in deference to her memo 
1 to do so Che other letter was dated the 10th of De ml 
1912 na s ritten by the plaintiff’s solicitors, Messrs. Herv 
Smith & (¢ to Mrs. Whit It ran, ‘‘Our Mr. A. A. Smith report 
that has had an inte ( with you in reference to the above 
( loot} 1 we understand vou told him that George Tooth 
1 of Georgina Tooth. deceased, a sister of Sarah Tooth, 1 ho is 
f rly in the service of the Hon. Mrs. Vivian, before her marriage 
h t fifth Marquess of Waterford He has no desire to 
innoy t Waterford family, but he cannot understand why the fiftl 
rquess should have paid for his support and maintenance for some 
thing like 17 vears, if he was the illegitimate child of Georgina Tooth, 
ho was never in the employment of Mrs. Vivian.”’ Without hearing 
ounsel for the respondents, 
Buckiey, L.J., in givil judgment, said it was plain that legal 
proceedings were in contemplation, because on the 2nd of November. 
1912. Messrs. Hervey Smith & Co.. writing to Messrs. McMahon & 


Tweedie, the Waterford family’s solicitors in Dublin, said, ‘‘ Having 
obtained the opinion of counsel and other legal gentlemen we have now 
advised our client to present a petition to the court for a ‘ Declaration 
of Legitimacy, in the first instance, and, as these proceedings must be 
instituted here, we shall be glad to have the name and address of your 
London agents.’ The interview between Mr. Smith and Mrs. White 
was an interview between the solicitor of the plaintiff and a person 
who was or who was thought to be in a position to give some evidence 
in these contemplated proceedings. It was a professional interview with 
1 nerson who might be a witness in litigation then in contemplation, 
and therefore under the authorities the statement was privileged. He 
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referred to the judgment of Lord Halsbury, L.C., in Watson v. 
VWeBwan (1905, A. C., on p. 489), where he said, ‘‘the preliminary 
examination of a witness by a solicitor is within the same privilege as 
that which he would have had if he had said the same thing in his 
sworn testimony in court.”’ It was said that at any rate this was 
only a case of qualified privilege. But, in his judgment, the defama 
tory observations that were complained of were relevant, and only 
added something that was material. He thought the order appealed 
from was quite right, and that the appeal chould be dismissed with 
costs. 

KENNEDY and Priiimore, L.JJ., gave judgment to the same effect. 
Order accerdingly.—CounseEL, for the appellant, Russell Davies; for 
the respondent, Hugh Fraser, Soricrrors, Turner & Co.; Farrei 
d: Co. 

[Reported by Ersxine Rei, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re RICHARD MURRAY CHARITY. fJoyce,J. 12th and 16th June. 


CHARITY—ENDOWMENT—F OUNDATION Giut—No OTHER ASSETS 
WHETHER MAINTAINED ‘‘ WHOLLY By VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS ”’ 
JURISDICTION OF CHARITY COMMISSIONERS —DISREGARD OF ORDER Of 
COMMISSIONERS—ContTemMpT OF CourtT—CuariTaBLE TRusts Ac?, 
1853 (16 & 17 Vict. c. 139), s. 62. 

A charity was founded in 1911 by a gift to trustees of certain real and 
personal property, as to the disposal of which they had an absolute 
discretion. The charity had no other income or assets of any kind. 

Held, that, notwithstanding that the charity was supported wholly by 
the gift of the donor, it was not maintained wholly by voluntary; 
contNbutions within the me aning of section 62 of the Charitable Trusts 


let, 1853, so as to be exempt from che control of the Charity Commis- | ,..- 


sionere, 

By a deed of conveyance dated the 28th of September, 1911, and a 
declaration of trust of even date, Richard Murray conveyed certain 
real estate and transferred certain debenture stock and other securities, 
together with £10,000 cash, to trustees for the purpose of founding 
and instituting the Richard Murray Hospital, the trustees having an 
uncontrolled discretion as te (re application and disposal of the 
property. After the transfer a site was selected, upon which it was 








proposed to erect the hospital, which was intended to be opened in 
August, 1914. The Charity Commissioners required the trustees to 
submit to them the deeds and accounts of the endowment of the charity, 
and upon their request being disregarded, served a notice, dated the 
25th of November, 1913, requiring the trustees to furnish particulars 
of the real and personal endowments of the charity, together with the 
accounts. The trustees declined to comply with the order on the 
ground that the charity was not subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Charity Commissioners. ‘The Commissioners accordingly applied by 
motion for leave to issue a wwit of attachment against the trustees for 
neglecting to comply with the order. It was contended on behalf of 
the trustees that the charity, being supported wholly by voluntary 

mtributions, of which no speciat appropriation had been directed by 
the donor, was exempt from the control of the Commissioners unde: 
section 62 of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853. For the Commissioners 
it was contended that the foundation gift constituted an ‘endow 
ment,’ and was not a voluntary cuntribution within the meaning of 
the Act of 1853. 

Joyce, J., in the course of his judgment, said :. From the first, when 


] 


I heard the facts, this seemed to me a plain case, although, as | have 


said before, when one is most confident, one usually turns out to be 
rong Che matter lies in a nutshell. First I must read section 66. 
Chen, tl s no doubt that this hospital is a charity, which is en 
ed in the technical sense for the purposes of this Act, though Ll am 

not sure if that is so in the popular sense. It is, then, within the 
provisions of the Act, unless there is to be found an express exemption 
exception applicable to this case. For the purpose of finding 
exemptions e have to look at section 62. It is admitted that this 
charity not at present partly supported by voluntary contributions 


and partly by income arising from endowment. The only ground for 
exemption relied on is that it is exempt under those words which 
except an institution wholly maintained by voluntary contributions. 
I am not going to give a definition of the words ‘“‘ wholly main- 
tained.’ Though it may be difficult to give a definition including all 
ases, it may be easy to say whether a particular charity is within the 
class. This charity is supported or derives its support from the .gift 
of the donor, a gift made once for all. The gift was, of course, 
voluntary, no charity could be founded without some sort of vokuntary 
donation or gift. I have no doubt that such a foundation gift does 
not constitute it a charity wholly maintained by voluntary contri 
butions, such as is referred to in section 62. In my opinion the kind 
of contributions there referred to are different from this one contri- 
bution founding an institution. If the contentions of the defendants 
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Reported by R. G Cannrnoton 


Re LORD LAWRENCE. LAWRENCE wv. 
10th aid 11th June. 


Astbury, J. 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


WALKER AND OTHERS v. MURPHY AND OTHERS. Neville, J. 
12th, 13th, l4tb, 15th, 8tb, and 29th May. 


CorporaTion—HeERBAGE Ricnts or FREEMEN ON THE TOWN Moor 
Depasturtnc Catrte ‘THerEON—Stint? Tickers—-TRANSFER < 
rickets tO Non-FReeEMEN—Restricrep TRANSFER ALLOWED 
Starure—‘ Farr ’’—TeEmPERANCE FEstT1vVAL—ROUNDABOUTS AND SHOV 

DaMAGE TO HeRBAGE BY Steam Enoines Brincinc RounpDABoUTs 
AUTHORITY OF THE CORPORATION TO LetT—CONSENT OF THE FREEMEN 
INJUNCTION—MeEASURE OF DamMaGe—Town Moor Act, 1774 
Geo. 3, c. cv.), ss. 1, 7, 8 anp 10—NewcastLe-vpon-TyNe Improv 
ment Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. cxx.), ss. 6, 8, 11-19. 

By an Act of 1774 certain herbage rights were established over t/ 

town moor of Newcastle-on-Tyne, one portion of the moor being s 

apart for the Cowhill Fair, and another for the Newcastle races, Ly 

an Act of 1870 a committee of the freemen and the corporation we 
empowered to make agreements for the appropriation of parts of th 
moor for aqru ultural shows, reviews, &c. In 1882 the Newcastle race 
were transferred elsewhere, and the corporation and the committe: 

reemen jointly gave a licence for the holding of a temperance festi 
on the race ground, which had since been held annually, and had grou 
very much. In 1912 the surface of the moor was much cut up by hear 
traction engines used to bring the roundabounts of the showmen to th 

festival, and the herbage was much injured, and consequently, in 1913 

the committee of freemen, while concurring in granting permission {i 

the festival, refused to concur in granting a licence to the defendants ¢ 

attend with their roundabouts. The corporation, however, granted tl 
defendants a licence, and they attended with their roundabouts. Th 
plaintiffs accordingly brought this action for an injunction and damag 
Held (1) that the temperance festival was not a ‘ fair”? within th 
meaning of the Acts of 1774 and 1870; (2) that the corporation could not 
on the construction of the Acts, grant the defendants a licence without 
the consent of the plaintiffs; (3) that the defendants were trespasse? 
and that the plaintiffs were entitled to an injunction and damage 3 com 





mensurate with the injury done to the herbage; (4) that the grazing 'f 
cattle bel nging not to freemen, hut to tranaterees of atint tickets fror 
freemen cas not sanctioned, as it was the duty of the committee 


freemen ft presert the herbage 


This was an action by a committee of stewards and wardens, repr 


senting the interests of the freemen of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, against 
certain showmen, claiming an injunction restraining them from bring 
ing on the town moor certain steam engines, &c., and for damages. Th 
corporation of Newcastle-upon-Tyne were the owners in fee of the soi 
of the town moor, and the plaintiffs were the committee of stewards 
and wardens of the companies of the town of Newcastle-upon-Ty: 


acting for and on behalf of the resident freemen and resident widows 
of freemen of the town, who had rights of nerbage over the town mooi 
The herbage right was established by the Act of 1774, which confirmed 
to the resident freemen and resident widows of freemen the right to 
depasture annually two milch cows respectively on the town moor. The 
Act made provision for leasing parts of the town moor for the pur 
poses of improvement, but section 7 of the Act enacted that no lease 
should be made of a certain part of the moor called Cowhill, and such 
part of the moor adjoining the same as should be necessary for holding 
the fairs, commonly called Cowhill Fairs, nor of another part of t! 

moor called the race ground, but the same should be preserved for fairy 
and races as theretofore. The Act of 1870 (section 6) constituted a 
committee of the stewards and wardens to represent the interests of 
the freemen for all purposes. Section 8 empowered the committee and 
the corporation to make agreements for the appropriation of parte of 
the town moor for not more than ten continuous days for agricultural 
shows, public reviews, and other public purposes, and section 19 pro 
vided that nothing in that Act should prejudice or alter the provisions 
and reservations in the Act of 1774 relating to the holding of races 
and fairs and the erection of tents and stands on such occasions. In 
1882 the Newcastle races, which up to that year had been annually 
held on the town moor during the last week in June, were in that 
year, and had since been, held elsewhere, and in that year the corpora 





words of this dev 


tended to make a 
and has in effect said 
son of mine and his 
limitations, namely.”’ 





tion and the committee jointly gave permission for a temperance fes 
tival to be held on the old race ground on the town moor during the 
last week in June, and granted licences to showmen to attend the 
festival with their roundabouts and amusements, and since then the 
festival, with its attendant shows, had been annually held at the same 
place, and had grown into very large gatherings. In 1912 the surfa 


of the moor was much cut up by the heavy steam and traction engines 


used to bring the roundabouts of the showmen to the festival, and the 


herbage was seriously injured ; and consequently, in 1913, the committee, 
while concurring with the corporation in granting permission for the 


festival to be held as usual, declined to concur in granting a licence to 


the defendants. who were showmen, to attend the festival with round- 
abouts, &c. Nevertheless, the corporation granted the defendants 4 
licence, and they attended the festival with their shows. The Acts of 
1774 and 1870 contained provisions regulating the user of the herbage 
rights, by which each freeman who applied for it was annually entitled 
to a stint ticket for two cows, and could sell his ticket to any inhabitant 
of the town, but no freeman was entitled to depasture more than ten 
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cows in each year. During 1912-13 most, if not all, of the cattle graz- 
ing on the moor belonged to persons who were not freemen, but were 
transferees of stint tickets from freemen. The corporation were not 
made defendants, but instructed their clerk to defend the action. 
Counsel for the defendants contended that the festival, which was held 
on the moor, was a “‘ fair’’ within the meaning of the two Acts, and that 
the corporation had power to grant the licence for the purpose of the J 
fair without the consent of the plaintiffs; and, in the alternative, they 
contended that the plaintiffs had unreasonably withheld their consent, 
and that the corporation was justified in dispensing with it. 

NeEvILLe, J., after stating the facts, said : Fairs on the Cowhill and 
races on the racecourse may, by virture of the Town Moor Act of 1774, 
be held on the moor. Certain other shows may, by virtue of section 8 
of the Newcastle-on-Tyne Improvement Act of 1870, with the consent 
of the plaintiffs, be held on the moor. This temperance festival is not 
a fair, and the corporation have accordingly no authority to give to the 
defendants the licence without the consent of the plaintiffs. The 
defendants are accordingly in the position of trespassers, and the plain- 
tiffs are entitled to damages commensurate with the injury caused te 
the herbage. It is the duty of the plaintiffs to preserve the herbage 
rights, and the fact that the stint tickets are held by transferees of 
freemen is not material.—CounseL, Upjohn, K.C., Jenkins, K.C., and 
Stuart Moore; Peterson, K.C., and Dighton Pollock. Soxicrrors, J. H. 
Pitchforth, for Arnott, Swan, & Walker, Newcastle-on-Tyne; Collyer- 
Bristow & Co., for A. M. Oliver, Newcastle-on-Tyne. 

[Reported by L, M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re POPHAM. BULLER v. POPHAM. Joyce, J. 26th and 27th May. 


SerTTLEMENT—TENANT FOR Lire AND REMAINDERMAN—JOINTURE ReEnt- 
CHARGE—No CoveNANT TO Pay—APPORTIONMENT—CAPITAL AND 
INCOME. 

Real estate was settled in 1890 on trusts which included a jointuré 
rent-charge to the settlor’s wife, and in 1900 there was a resettlement 
subject to the charges under the earlier settlement. Neither settlement 
contained a covenant on the part of the settlor to pay the rent-charge. 

Held, that as between the tenant for life and remainderman unde 
the will of the settlor exercising a power in the resettlement, the rent- 
charge must be borne wholly out of income, and not apportioned as 
between income and corpus of the settled estate. 

By a marriage settlement, made in 1890, the setilor settled certain 
real estate upon trust in favour of the first and other sons of ‘the 
settlor in tail male, with various remainders, subject (inter alia) to 
a jointure rent-charge of £1,200 for his wife during her life or widow- 
hood. In 1900 the settled estate, and certain other real estate, were 
resettled, subject to the charges, estates and interests subsisting, or to 
arise under the settlement of 1890, upon such trusts and subject to such 
powers as the settlor should by will or codicil appoint. By his will, 
dated the 8th of January, 1906, the settlor in exercise of his powers 
under the settlement of 1900 appointed all the settled estates, subject 
to the encumbrances thereon upon trust for his brother for life with 
remainders over. The testator died on the 15th of June, 1907, leaving 
his wife surviving. The testator’s estate was subject to heavy mortgage 
interest, and the income of the tenant for life, after providing for the 
jointure rent-charge, was not large. Accordingly this summons was 
taken out by the trustees of the will, who were also trustees of the 
settlement, to determine how the future instalments of the jointure 
rent-charge ought to be borne as between corpus and income of the 
estates comprised in the settlement of 1890, and whether any and what 
proportion ought to be borne by the corpus. On behalf of the tenant 
for life it was contended that there should be an apportionment, and 
Re Perkins, Brown v. Perkins (1907, 2 Ch. 595), Re Thompson, Thomp- 
son v. Watkins (1908, W. N. 195), and Re Muffett, Jones v. Mason (39 
Ch. Div. 534), were cited. For the remaindermen it was contended that 
the rent-charge was not # debt of the testator, not being secured by any 
covenants on the part of the settlor, so as to cast any liability therefor 
upen the testator’s estate. 

Joyce, J., in giving judgment, said that, in the absence of any express 
authority, his opinion was that the contention of the tenant for life 
that the whole of the rent-charge ought not to be borne out of income, 
but that a proportion ought to be borne out of the corpus of the settled 
estate, could not be supported. There was no covenant by the testator 
for the payment of the rent-charge, and no obligation on the estate with 
regard thereto. In his opinion the cases referred to did not assist th: 
tenant for life, and he held accordingly that the rent-charge was not 
apportionable, but must be borne by the tenant for life —Covunser, 
Dighton Pollock; A. H. Droop; Austen-Cartmell; F. Whinney; Bryan 
Bryan Farrer. Sowicrrors, Broughton, Broughton & Holt; Nichoil, 
Manisty & Co. 

[Reported by R. ©. Cangineton, Barrister-at-Law ] 


REX v, BOYLE AND REX ». MERCHANT. 4th and llth May. 


Crimtmnat LAw—DemaANpDING Money witH ‘‘ MenaAces ’’—-MEANING OF 
Worp ‘‘ Menaces ’’—Tureat or [nsury TO Property—Larceny Act, 
1861 (24 & 25 Vicr. c. 96), s. 45. 


By section 45 of the Larceny Act, 1861, it is a felony to demand money 
with ‘‘ menaces’’ or by force with intent to steal. The meaning of the 
word “‘menace”’ ‘in the section is not confined to threats of physical 
violence or of certain injuries to character. A threat, made with intent 
to steal, to commit an act calculated to injure the property of another, 
may be a ‘‘ menace’’ within the meaning of the section. 


LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY. 
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These were appeals against convictions under section 45 of the Lar- 
ceny Act, 1861. The facts and arguments appear from the considered 
judgment of the court, which was delivered by 

Lord ReapinG, C.J. : The appellants were indicted with another person 
under section 45 of the Larceny Act, 1861, which makes it a felony to 
demand money with menaces, or by force, with intent to steal the 
same. After a lengthy trial the three accused were convicted, and 
Bayle was sentenced to five years’ penal servitude, and Merchant to 
eighteen months’ imprisonment without hard labour. Both appellants 
appealed against their convictions upon two grounds : (1) That the facts 
as charged do not constitute the offence charged against them ; (2) that 
evidence was wrongfully adinitted by the learned judge at the trial. 
With regard to the first point, the facts may be shortly stated as 
follows : The prosecutor, one Richard Whieldon Barnett, was chairman 
of a company known as the Roumanian Consolidated Oilfields, Ltd., 
which had an issued capital of over a million sterling. That company 
had been the subject of attacks in a paper known as Ltubber and Oil 
upon the 28th of July and the 20th of August, 1913. In the following 
November the appellants threatened to continue the attacks upon the 
company. They represented that they had done very well from the 
market standpoint out of one attack on a rival company, and that they 
thought that a similar attack on the Roumanian Consolidated Company 
would easily reduce the market price of the shares by 5s. per £1 share. 
They demanded from Mr. Barnett the payment of a considerable sum 
of money and the delivery to them of a large number of shares as the 
price of their silence. 1t was contended by counsel for the appellants 
that these facts did not bring the conduct of the prisoners within the 
words of section 45 of the Larceny Act, 1861. The answer to this 
contention depends upon the meaning to be attributed to the word 
‘menaces’’ as used in that section. A number of old statutes and 
cases were cited to us with the object of establishing that a menace 
must either be a threat of physical violence or a threat of injury to 
character, and it was said that the threat used by the appellants did 
not come within either of these categories, inasmuch as it amounted, at 
most, to a threat to depreciate the market value of the property of the 
shareholders of the company by adverse criticism or comment which 
would reduce the price obtainable in the market for shares in the com 
pany, but would not, and could not, affect the intrinsic value of the 
property of the company or its shareholders. We do not think that 
tne meaning of the word ‘‘menaces’”’ in the section is so restricted. 
Whatever may have been the view in earlier days under the olde 
statutes and decisions, a wider meaning has been given to the word by 
ater decisions beginning with 2eg. v. Walton & Ogden (9 Cox C. C. 
268). In that case Wilde, B., in delivering the judgment of the court, 
arrived at the conclusion that if a man is induced to part with his 
money or property through fgar or alarm, he is no longer a free agent, 
and is no longer capable of parting with his property with his consent. 
The judgment is not based solely upon the threat of physical violence 
If the threat were of a character to produce in an ordinary man such a 
degree of fear or alarm as would ‘‘unsettle his mind . . . and 
take away from his acts that element of free voluntary action which 
alone constitutes consent.’’ and was made with that intent, it would 
constitute the offence under the section now under consideration, not- 
withstanding that the threat was not of physical violence or of injury 
to character : See also Peg. v. Tomlinson (1895, 1 Q. B. 706). Some 
of the expressions used by Mr. Justice Wills in that case may have 
gone too far, but we agree with him that the doctrine that the threat 
must be of a nature to operate on a man of reasonably sound or 
ordinarily firm mind should receive a liberal construction in practice. 
We think it would be unwise to attempt to lay down any exhaustive 
definition of the words of the section. The degree of fear or alarm 
which a threat may be calculated to produce upon the mind of the 
person on whom it is intended to operate may vary in different cases 
and in different circumstances. A threat to injure a man’s property 
may be more serious to him and have greater effect upon his mind 
than a threat of physical violence. When there is evidence of such a 
threat as is calculated to operate upon the mind of a person of ordinarily 
firm mind, and the jury have been properly directed, it is for them to 
determine v hethe in fact the conduct of the accused has brought them 
vithin the section, and whether in the particular case the ‘‘ menace ”’ 
is established. If the threat is of such a character that it is not calcu- 
lated to deprive any person of reasonably sound or ordinarily firm mind 
of the free and voluntary action of his mind, it would not be a 
‘‘menace’’ within the meaning of the section. In our judgment when 
aman, with intent to steal, threatens either to do violence to the person 
of another or to commit acts calculated to injure the property or 
character of another, it is a ‘‘menace”’ within the meaning of the 
section. The court is of opinion that the jury, upon a direction by 
the judge, which we shold to have been proper and adequate, were 
entitled to find that the conduct of the appellants had brought them 





within the section, and the appeal on the first point therefore fails. 
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[His lordship then delivered judgment upon another point, with which 


this report does not deal.|—Counsexz, for Boyle, Foote, K.C., and | 


Siomm; for the Crown, 
appeared in person 


Prosecutions. 


R. D. Muir and Cecil W hiteley ; Merchant 
Soricitors, Harry Wilson; The Director of Public 


(Reported by C. G. Mora, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Lancashire and Yorkshi Radu 'y Liverpool Corporation (ante, 
p. 655). In this case Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., was the leading couns: 
for the Corporation 

. . 
Societies. 
Gray's Inn. 

On ‘Lhursda th th of June, being the Grand Day of Trinity 
Term at Gray un, the treasurer (the Hon. Mr. Justice Atkin) and 
the Masters of the Bench entertained at dinner the following guests 
The Right Hon. the Earl of Halsbury,; the Right Hon. Lord Sumnes 
Sir Kenneth Muir-Mackenzie, G.C.B K.C Sir Frederick Kenyon 
K.C.B., the Common Serjeant (Sir Frederick Bosanquet, K.C.), Su 
Walter Parratt, M.V.O., the President of Magdalen (Dr. TT. H. 
Warren), the Editor of the V'ime (Mr. Geoffrey Robinson), Mr. John 
Murray, C.V.O., Mr. John 8S. Risley, C.B., and Mr. A. D. Godley 
Public Orator, Oxford University) : 

Che benchers present sddition to the treasurer were Mr. M. W 
Mattinson, K.C., Mr. Lewis Coward, K.C., the Hon. Mr. Justice Lush, 
Mr. W. T. Barnard, K.¢ Mr. H. E. Duke, K.C., M.P., Mr. Herbert 
iF, Manisty, K.C., Mr. Edward Clayton, K.( Mr. Vesey Knox, K.C., 
Sir William Byrne, K.C.V.O., C.B., the Right Hon. F. E. Smith, 
K.C M.P Mi Mont iu Sharpe Mr. Geor re Rhodes K.C Mr. F. A 
Creer, K.( Mr. Henry Winch, Mr. Lvor Bowen, K.C., with the 
preacher (the Rev. R. J. Fletcher, D.D aud the under-treasure: 
(Mr. D. W. Douthwaite 

Council of Legal Education. 

The Council invite applications for the lectureship in Hindu and 
Mahomedan law, now vacant Phe duties of the lecturer are to delive: 
three lectures a week during the educational terms (about sixty lectures 
during the year) and examine candidates presenting themselves in th 
above subject in the examinations for call to the bar (four examina 
tions during the yea Lhe salary is £500. per annum Applications 
to be sent to the Clerk of the Council, 15, Old square, W.C., not later 


than Monday, the 20th of July, 1914. 





Appellate Jurisdiction. 


W 


\ orre pondent veiting to the ZVimes of the Ist inst 
6ay At a time when the arrears im the Court of Appeal are direct 
ing attention to that tribunal, it may nut be out of place to raise a 
somewhat wider issue affecting the constitution of the appellate juris 
diction of the country generally 

A correspondent recently suggested in your columns, amongst other 
methods of reducing the existing arrears, that Admiralty appeals 
might be restored to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, to 
which court they lay before the passing of the Judicature Act; and 
the additional reason he gave in favour of this proposal—namely, the 


harmonising of British maritime law 


is to be 


attractive one. But if this 
carried out, and the Judicial Committee remains as at present 


IS all 


constituted, it will be essential that power should be given to that 
body to sit in two divisions. At the present time, owing to the in- 
crease of Privy Council appeals, both in number and importance, 
especially from Canada, the court is only just abreast of its work 

aml that by sitting more frequently than formerly—and if once it 
yets behindhand its efficiency as the final court fo* the dominions 
beyond the seas will be irretrievably damaged, with disastrous 


Imperial consequences, 


The Lord Chancellor has recently stated that the whole question of 
the constitution of the House of Lords and the Judicial Committee 
will be considered in the near future, with a view to their consolida 
tion into one Imperial Court of Appeal, and this brings me to the 


matter to which | desire to draw attention 
expression 


to elicit, if possible, furthe: 
of opinion from those better qualified to judge the question 


than myself It will be remembered that the original intention of th 
framers of the legislation that ultimately took the form of the Appel 
late Jurisdiction Act, 1876, was the constitution of a tribunal very like 
that now contemplated by Lord Haldane, to which all appeals should 
lie, but, so far as those from England were concerned, without th: 


interposition of any Court 


of Appeal at all, thus putting an end to the 
delay and expense 


of double appeals. Lord Selborne strongly advo 
cated this proposal, and I think I am right in saying that it had the 
assent of a majority at least of the Commission of 1867, the result of 


Walpole’s ‘ History of Twenty-five Yeais,’’ vol. 5), and were ulti 
mately rejected. 

Now, however, that. the constitution of the final appellate courts 
is again to be reviewed, it would, I suggest, be desirable if the ques 
tion of abolishing the present Court of Appeal on the lines suggested 
by Lord Selborne were reconsidered. The arguments against doub! 
appeals are too many and too obvious to occupy: your space, but tl! 
one of expense alone seems to me to justify a prima facie case fo 
inquiry. Out of the present material, comprising the House of Lords 
and the Court of Appeal, a court of onexampled weight could bx 
formed, which, sitting in several divisions, composed of never less than 
five members, would command universal confidence, while thousands 
now annually wasted by litigants on costs would be saved. This is 
not a question solely for lawyers, but is one that the public generall) 
hould seriously consider. 








Obituary. 
Mr. Reginald Arbouin Nelson. 


\ir. Revinald Arbouin Nelson, of the Inner Temple, 
law, who for twenty-two years Principal of the Government 
Law College, Madras, died in his fifty-second year at Folkestone, on 
Sunday, the 2lst of June, after a long illness. Mr. Nelson, wi 
retired from his office last year, in consequence of ill-health, w 
educated at Clare College, Cambridge, and took his degree in t! 
Law Tripos of 1884. He was called to the bar in 1886, and was ; 
Fellow of the University of Madras, and from time to time chairman 
of the various Boards of Examiners for the law degrees in that unive 
He was author of several works on Indian law, namely, ‘‘ Com 
mentaries on the Indian Penal Code,”’ a sixth edition of which wa 
in course of preparation at the time of his death; ‘‘ Commentaries « 
the Specific Relief Act ’’; ‘‘ The Law of Injunctions in British India 
**Commentaries on the Indian Contract Act.’’ The first two 
these books have for years been used as the official text-book 
in the Universities of Madras and the Punjab, whilst all of them ar 
highly esteemed by legal practitioners in India. Mr. Nelson was a 
very successful and accomplished teacher, and the cause of legal educa 
tion in Madras owes much to him. He was a man of wide sympathies 
and had a singular charm of manner, and his death will be felt as a 
great personal loss by his many friends. 


harrister-al 


was 


sity. 


and 
some 





Legal News. 


Appointments. 

Mir. JonatHan Pim, K.C., Solicitor-General for lreland, has been 
ippointed to be Attorney-General in succession to the Right Hon 
J. F Moriarty K.C., who has been appointed a Lord Justice of Appeal 
in Ireland. 

Mr. James O'Connor, K.C., has been appointed Solicitor-General fo 
Ireland in succession to Mr. Jonathan Pim, K.C., 

Mr, Arexanper Woop Renton (Puisne Justice), has been appointed 


to be the’ Chief Justice of the Island of Ceylon, 


Mr. Aztperrt Earnsuaw (Puisne Judge, British Guiana) has been 
appointed to be a Puisne Judge of the Supreme Court of the Straits 
Settlements. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolution. 


Henry Terrett Pearp and Huen Arrnvr Gater, solicitors (Peard, 
Son, & Galer), Union Bank-chambers, Katharine-street, Croydon. 
July 1 Mr. Peard will as from that date practise under the style 
of Peard & Son (being the name of the firm in which he practised 
with his father, the late Mr. John Davis Peard), at the above address, 
and also at 23, Budge-row, Cannon-street, E.C. Mr. Galer will pra*- 
tise in his own name at 6, Warwick-court, Gray’s Inn, W.C., and 110, 
Croxted-road, Dulwich, 8.E. 





General. 


Che constitutionality of the new Federal income tax law, says t! 
New York correspondent of the Z7'imes, has been upheld by the Unite: 
States District Court at Detroit. This is the first court ruling on th 
law, the validity of which Detroit manufacturers questioned. It 
stated that there will be an appeal to the United States Suprem« 
Court. 


Sir Thomas Bucknill, though he has not entirely recovered from the 
effects of the serious illness which caused his retirement from th: 
bench at the end of last year, stopped a runaway horse at Epsom on 
Monday afternoon. The horse, which was attached to a laundry-van 
vas galloping across Woodcote green, and a number of children and 





whose labours was the Judicature Act of 1873. As is well known 
Lord Selborn proposals were the subject of a long and bitter con 
Wwoversy in both Houses (of which a lucid summary will be found in 


other persons on the green were in great danger. Sir Thomas came 





ulti 


urts 
ues 
sted 
ib! 


Tol 
yrds 
be 
han 
nds 


18 





July 4, 1914. 


up to it just after it had crossed a small ditch, caught the reins, and 
stopped it. 

Mr. Justice Neville, in agreeing to the postponement of an action 
on Tuesday, on the ground that the parties were not prepared, said that 
now that the Legislature had given them an adequate bench, he wished 
solicitors to understand that they must no longer expect to have a year 


after the pleading stage before the case came on. ‘They must mend 


their ways and pursue the actious as diligently as they could. 

At the East Riding Quarter Sessions at Beverley, on Tuesday, Mr. 
G. J. Bentham, M.P., rose from his seat on the bench and protested 
against a sentence of six months’ hard labour passed upon a woman ot 
hity-eight for stealing a brush head, declaring that he had never heard 
of sucn a sentence in a case of the kind. The chairman, Mr. St. 
.umtin, who had stated that there were thirty previous convictions 
against the woman, took no notice of the protest. 


The dead body of Mr. Henry Lincoln Roscoe, solicitor, and parties 
in the firm of Messrs. Field, Koscoe, & Co., who had been missing 
since last Saturday, was found in the Thames at Taplow on Tuesday 
Mr. Roscoe went to his riverside residence on Saturday, and in tie 
atternoon engaged a punt from Mr. Andrews, of Maidenhead. His 
body was founa half a mile below Boulter’s Lock. At the inquest, on 
Ihursday, a verdict of ‘‘ Found drowned”’ was returned, so as, it 
eems, not to preclude further investigation. ; 

With the closing speech of Mr. Haight, counsel for he Storsta 
says the Montreat correspondent of the Zimes, the public hearing ot 
Lhe Empress of Ireland inquiry terminated last Saturday. ‘Vhe skill with 
which Lord Mersey has handied the whole subject is praised by every 
one. The opinion is freely expressed that his clear-sightedness, inci- 
siveness and expertness in dealing with the witnesses ana eli iting points 
which counsel had failed to reveal, and the refusal to allow prejudicial 
statements, contributed immensely to the speed with which the inquiry 
has been conducted, : 


By an Indenture of Feoffment, dated the 29th of March, 1618, the 
Ancient and Honourable Society of Clifford’s-inn acquired its pro- 
perty just north of Fleet-street. In 1908, pursuant to an order of the 
Uhancery Division, the estate was sold, and Mr. William Willett was 
the purchaser, Since that date, says tne Z'imes, Nos. 16 and 17, Clit- 
tord's-inn have been sold to the Crown for the extension of the 
Kecord Office, and an insurance company has erected a substantial 
building on the adjacent land. Another transaction in the same con- 
nection may also be mentioned-—the conveyance by Mr. Willett in 1911 
to the Company of Knights (Limited) of the hali of the inn. Messrs. 
Edwin Fox, Burnett, & Baddeley last week invited offers of a rental 
vn building lease for ninety-nine years. The highest bid was £2,20u 
a year, and a formal advance of £350 closed the proceedings. — 


} 


- 


In the House of Commons, on the Ist inst., in reply to a question 
by Mr. Kellaway as to the extension of the Metropolitan Streets Act, 
1467, to the whole of the metropolitan police area, so as to enable the 
police to stop the practice of motor-omnibuses picking up and setting 
down passengers on tram lines, Mr. McKenna said: There is much 
to commend the extension of the sletropolitan Streets Act, 1867, to 
the whole of the metropolitan police district, and the question has 
been under consideration. I would remind my hon. friend, however, 
that section 14 of the Act, to which 1 presume he refers, only 
empowers the Commissioner of Police to prohibit the taking up and 
setting down of passengers by stage carriages at any particuiar plac¢ 
and 1 am advised that there would be no power under the- section to 
apply such a prohibition either to tram lines in general or-to tram 
lines in the whole of a particular street. In reply to Mr. Kellaway, 
Mr. Herbert Samuel said : It is proposed to ask Parliament to appoint 
a Joint Select Committee to consider the general question of contribu- 
tions to road expenses by the owners of motor and trolly omnibus ser 
vices. The question of requiring the owners of heavy ‘motor vehicles 
to pay a larger contribution than now to the cost of roads is receiving 
the attention of the Treasury. 


In the case of Richards v. Armstrong, heard on Tuesday, before 
Mr, Justice Bankes and a common jury, says the J'imes, Major Fowell 
Charles Buxton Richards and Maude Mary Richards, his wife, sued 
Major Arthur Knos Armstrong for damages caused by alleged negligence 
in the driving of a motor-car. Mr. Tindal Atkinson, K.C., and Mr. 
Harold Morris appeared for the plaintiffs, and Mr. Patrick Hastings 
for the defendant. Mr. Tindal Atkinson, in opening the case, said 
that the plaintiffs lived at Camelford, in Cornwall. tn the autumn 
of last year a.Miss Power, who lived at Newbury, came to pay them 
a visit, and brought with her a Daimler motor-car. On the Ist of 
October Miss Power and her motor-car driver and the two plaintiffs 
started to drive to Newquay. On the way they came to a place where 
the road made a sharp turn, and the female plaintiff, who was sitting 


in front with Miss Power's driver, drew his attention to it as a 
dangerous point. Accordingly the speed of the car was reduced, and 
before they reached the turn.they stopped altogether, as théy were not 
quite sure whether they ought not to take a side-road. At that 


moment, while they were stamling still, a two-seat car, driven by the 
defendant, came round the bend at a high speed on its wrong side, and 
ran violently into the stationary car. Mrs. Richards was very seriously 
injured, and her husband was also hurt. Miss Power, too, suffered, 
but her claim was the subject of a separate action, and was not in 
question in these proceedings. ‘There was a considerable conflict of 
evidence, and during the hearing it was agreed that the jury should 
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cover Miss Power's claim as well as that of the present plaintiffs by 
their verdict. The jury found that the accident was entirely due to 
the negligence of the defendant, and gave damages for £500 for the 
plaintiffs and for £150 for Miss Power. Judgment was entered accord- 
Solicitors, Mr. G. G. Leader; Messrs. W. Easton & 


ingly, with costs. 
Sons. 





Wuy Pay Rent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrish Temperance Lire Assurance Co. (Limirep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ’Phone 6002 Bank.—(Advt.) 





Herrinc, Son & Daw (estab. 1773), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making a speciality of valuations of every class of pro- 
perty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices : 98, 
Cheapside, E.C., and 312, .Brixton-hill, 8.W. Telephone : City 3775, 
Streatham 130.—(Advt.) 








Members of the legal profession who are not already familiar with 
the Oxford Sectional Bookcase are invited to look into the merits of a 
bookcase combining handsome appearance, high-class workmanship, and 
moderate cost. The ‘‘ Oxford ”’ is probably the only dust-proof sectional 
bookcase obtainable. An extremely interesting booklet containing illus- 
trations and prices may be obtained, post free, from the manufacturere 
William Baker & Co., The Model Factory, Oxford.—(Advt.) 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Dat EMERGENCY APPEAL CoURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
_ ROTA. No. 1 JOYCE W AKRINGTON, 
Monday July 6 Mr. Borrer Mr. Bloxam Mr. Farmer Mr. Synge 
Tuesday .... 7 Leach Jolly Synge Borrer 
Wednesday .. 8 Goldschmidt Greswell Bloxam Jolly 
Thursday .... % Farmer Leach Goldschmidt Bloxim 
Friday gee ae Church Borver Leach Goldschmidt 
Saturday .... ll Sy;uge Goldschmidt Vhurch Farmer 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
anes NEVILLE. EVE. SARGANT. ASTBURY. 
Monday July Mr. Greswell Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Leach Mr. Jully 
Tuesday in 2 Church Bloxam Goldschmidt Greswell 
Wednesday .. 8 Leach Farmer Church Borrer 
Thursday .... 9 Borrer Chui ch Greswell Synge 
Fr day sen Synge Greswe'l Jolly Farmer: 
Satu.day .... 11 Joily Leach borrer Bloxam 





The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 

July 13.—Messrs. Kina & CaiSemonn, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Rosidential 
Estnta (see advertisement, back page, Jane 20), 

July i4.--Messrs, Depenaam, Tewson & Catwwocks, at the Mart, at 2: Freshol i 
and Leasehold Estatss and [avestments (see advertisement, pa se iii, Maz 23, also page 
619, June 13). 

Jaly Ape, Hamrron & Sons, at tho Mart, at 2: Freehold Roasidence (433 
(advertisement, back page, Jane 27). 

July 14.—Meesrs. Wearaeracy & Green, at the Mart, at 2: Releemoi Land Taxes, 
Rent Charges and Le sscholds (see advertisement, back page, Jane 27) 

July 20.—Messrs. Tuckerr, Wapstes & Uo., at the Mars, at 2: 
Leasebold Properties (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

July 21.—Mcssrs. Taursoop & Maxrias, at the Mart, a: 2: Freeholds and Leasehoids 
(see adertisement, back page, June 2)). ; 

July 21.—Messrs. Daniet Sucre, Sox, & Oaxcey, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold 
Bui.ding Estates (see advertisement, back page, Juce 6). 





Feeehold anil 








Winding-up Notices. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANC RY. 
London Gazette. —FRIDAY, June 26. 

\RTHUR LEE & BROTHERS, LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQuIDATION).—Creditors are required, 
on or before July 31. to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to R bert William Ednie, 33-34, Craven House Kingsway, liquidator. 

BRITISH MEXICAN RUBBER PROPERTIE:, LT’.—Creditors are requred, on or before 
July 31, to send in their names and addresses, and the particu.ars of their deb s or 
claims, to A. Wilfrid Luca-, 13, Finsbury cir, liquidator. 

G. F. MASHFORD & SoNs, Ltp.—vreditors are required, on or before July 11, to send in 
their na-nes and adcresses, and puticulars of their debts or claims, to A. J. Downs, 
Wabys Chambers. Gr msb,, liquidator. 

W. PoTrer & Sons, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 5, t? send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars cf their deb:s or claims, to Thomas J. 
Ro d, 4s, Gresham st, liquidator. . 

G. SIDEBOTHAM & SONS, Ltp. (LN VOLUNTARY LIQuIDaTION).—Creditors are requ rel 
ou or before Aug 1, to send their names and addresse:, and the particul ‘rs of their 
dabts or clsime, to Albert Edward Chadwick, Hamnet st, Hyde, Chester, liqui jator. 

r. J. P. SYNDICATE, Lap. (IN Ligotpation*,—Creditors are required on or before July 
10, to send their nam-s and addreszes, and the particulars of their debts Or claims, to 
John K S:ephens, 73, Coleman st, liquidator, 
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THREE SHIRES ADVERTISING Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 6, 
t» send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts, or claims, to 
Mr. W. T. Walters, Middie st, Ye »vil, liquidator. 

WESTERN Friars Trust, Ltp.— Creditors are required, on or before July 10, to send 
their names and a idresss, and the particulars of their debte or claims, to 5. W. 
Ruatz, liquidator. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loerrep rm Omaworey. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, June 30. 


RK. BRINDLEY & Son, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 31, to send 
their names an! addresses, and the particulars of thcir debts or claims, to Frederick 
Geen, Liverp»ol ros, Stoke on Trent, liquidator. 

CARLTON IRon Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before July 13, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars ef their debts or claims, to W. 
Thomlinson, Carlton Iron Works, via Ferryhill, liquidator. 

INTERNATIONAL PRopUCcTIONS, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before July 31, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
J. B. Reeves of the said company, liquidator. 

VAUXHALL Morors, Ltp. —Creditors are required, on or before Aug. 8, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to J, Gibson 
Harris, Palmerston House, Old Broad st,1 quidator 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, June 26. 


Anglo-Dutch Trading Co (Amsterdam, Co'onbian Emerald Co, Ltd. 
Holland), Ltd. Polcarne Steamsip Co, Ltd 
Bradberry, Ltd, Johannesburg Commercial Buildings, Ltd. 
Sydney Smith & Sons, Ltd. Search Syndicate, Ltd. 
Universal Belting Co, Ltd. Rotherham Town Fvotball C ub, Ltd. 
A. & G, Coustructioa Uo, Ltd Heath Property Co., Ltd. 
W. F. Davis & Co, Ltd. Vak Deposits, Ltd. 
Coalexid, Ltd. Rubber Ventures, Ltd. 
R. Miles & Co, Ltd, West Afri:an Trust, Ltd. 
Jacobs Brothers, Ltd People’s Investm wnt Co., L‘d. 
Dawsaonite, Ltd Uitenhage Electric Light and Power Co., 
Harvey Scott Steamship Co, Ltd. Ltd. 
London Gazette—TUESDAY, June 30 
Vorsdike and Hardy, Ltd. International Productions, Ltd 
Roberts Adlard & Co., Ltd Duo, Ltd. 
Whitwick and Thringstone Conservative Rotary Drying Co, Ltd. 
Club, Ltd. Cariton Iron Co, Ltd 
Alchemy Gold, Ltd. Prioces Hall (Hall), Ltd. 
Challenge Varnish and Enamel Co, Ltd. Vauxhall Motors, Ltd. 
Schneider & Co, Ltd. 


Creditors’ Notices. 


t ~ ° ~ 
Under Estates in Chancery. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM 
Londo Gazette—FRIDAY, June 19 

BuCHOLZ, Karte, otherwise BucHoLZ-Branp, Oxford gdns, Notting Hill July 20. 
Attorney-General v. Th Treasury Solicitor, Joyee and Eve, JJ. The Solicitor to 
the Tre isury, 276, Roya! Courts of Justice, Strand. 

SELL, Henry, Eastbourae, Advertising Ag-nt July 21 Pratt v. Sell, Judg: in 
Chambers, Room No, 704, Royal Courts of Jastice, Strand. Jones, St. Paul’s 
chmbrs, Ludzate Hili. 

London Gazette,—FRIDAZ, June 25. 
Booru, James, Pudsey, Yorks, Provision Merchant July 20 Booth v. Booth, Joyce, J. 
Beaumont, Leeds 


Under 22 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
LASt DAY oF CLAIM, 
London Gazette—¥RIDAY, June 26 

ADAMS, LovIsa ELIZABETH, St Peter's st, Isington July 20 Rubinstein & Co, Ray- 

mond b'dgs 
AKED, RopERt, Apperley Brilge, Yorks Aug7 Last & Betts, Bradford 
ATKINSON, FRANK ROBINSON, Redcar, Yorks, Shipbroker Aug 1 Hoggett & Bacon 

Mid slesbrough 
BALDWIN, JAMES, Barrowford, La caster July 31 Waddington, Burnle 





BELSEY, Sir FRANCIS FLINT, Russell sq July 31 Dennes & Co, Chancery In 

BERTRAM, ALICE MARIA, Hove, Sussex Augl Telfer & Co, Queen st ; 

BeTron-FosTer, RICHARD BETTON, Ludlow, Salop Augl Hardisty & Co, Great Mar!- 
borough st 

BUTLER, JAMES, North Hyde, Middix, Lace Manufacturer July 31 Biddle & Co, 
Aldermanbury 

CAMPS, DRAGE, Huddenham, Ely, Cambridge, Farmer July 31 Eaten & Co, 
Cambridge 

CARBY, EDWARD VALENTINE, Lyne, Capel, Surrey Aug 1 Lowndes & Son, George st, 
Mansion House 

CARNE, CARADOC SAINT BARBE STRADLING, Llantwit Major, Glam July 31 Wa'lis 
Hereford ‘ - 

CHADWICK, GEORGE HARRy, Romiley, Chester July 3f Hall & Co, Manchester 

CLOSE-BROOKS, JouN Brooks, Chelford, Chester July 31 Wood & Co, Manchester 

COHEN, WILLIAM HERBERT, Great Cumberland pl Aug 11 Simpson & Co, Grace 
church st 

C@LLINGE, HANNAH, R chlale Augil Chadwick, Rochdale 

CREED, MELLICENT AGNES VICTORIA, 8u biton, Surrey July 29 Guscotte & Co, Essex 
st, Strand 

DARLING, CAROLINE, Co’eman’s Hatch, nr Tunbridge Wells Aug 25 Frere & Co, Lin 
coln's inn flelds 

DEIGHTON, REBECCA, Upper Clapton rd, Hackney July 30 ‘Til'ey, Stoke Newington ri 

FLETCHER, MARY ANN, Saltvurn by the sea, Yorks July31 Jackson & Jackson, 
Middlesbrough = 

FORSTER, JAMES STEPHENSON, Newcastle upon Tyne July 31 Cooper & Goodger, New 
castle on Tyne 


GASKELL, MARGARET CAROLINE, Cambridge July 24 Waterhouse & Co, New court, 


Lincola’s inn 

GOLD, FREDERICK, WalJseod on Tyne July 20 Fielding, Canterbury P 

GOLDINGHAM, JOHN DALRYMPLE, St James’ sq Aug 4 Farrer & Co, Lincoln’s inn 

fields 

GREENE, TdoM ASARTHUR, Poynders rd,Clapham Park July 31 Beamish & Co, Lin 
coin's inn fields : 

GREENWOOD, THOMAS, Manningham, Bradford July 11 Turnbull & Son, Bradford 

HANNAFORD, MARGARET DoRoTHY, Longley rd, Tooting July 26 Corsellis & Berney, 
High rd, Balham 

HARDING, ANNIB, Leicester July 30 Uarding & Barnett, Leicester 

HARMAN, THOMAS RICKMAN, Wokingham, Berks Aug1 Hsrdisty & Co, Great Marl. 
borough st 

HOYLES, GEORGE WELBERRY, Pinchbeck, Lincoln, Farmer July 22 Blyton, Spalding 

HvuGues, Ropert THOMAS, Carnarvon Aug 1 Henwooi & Co, Carnarvon 

HuMBLF, JOHN, Tantobie, Durham, Mining Engineer July 31 Cooper & Goodyer, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 

JacoBs, HENRY JOHN, Stone bidgs, Lincoln's inv, Barrister at Law July 28 Raphael 
& Co, Coleman st 

JouNSON, EDITH, Stoke on Trent June 29 Cull & Brett, Che-dle 

KNOWLER, JOHN THOMAS, Enfiel', Middlx July 31 Vanderpump, Enfield Town 

LAGIER, JUSTE FRANCOIS, Lausanne, Switzerland July 25 Norris & Co, Grace- 
church st 

LAMPIT, ELLEN, Wednesfield, nr Wolverhampton July22 Hall, Wolverhampton 

LEECH, OLIVIA ANNE, Clifton, Glos July 31 Crossman & Co, Tneobald’s rd 

LENG, W i. Ravensworth, Yorks July 18 Heslop & York, Barnard Castile, 
Durham 

LETHBRIDGE, JOSEPH, Clapham July 31 Crossman & Co, Theobald's rd 

LEVER, ASHTON, Lancaster pl, Strand, Fine Art Publisher Aug 1 Gibbs & Co, Ea:t- 
cheap 

LORD, CATHERINE, Blackburn July 31 Waddington, Burnley 

LOWE, CHARLOTTE ELIZA Diek, Mastings July 16 Rawle & Co, Bedford row 

MAUDE, WILLIAM, St George’s #q, Pimlico, Solicitor July 27 Maude & Tunnicliffe, 
Arundel st 

MILLIARD, GEORGE HENRY, Manchester July 27 Hardicker & Hagson, Manchester 

MORRISON, WILLIAM HYDE, Rusper, Sussex Aug 25 Broadbridge, Quality ct, Chan 
cery ‘in 

MUNNS, THOMAS JOHN, Fulhamrd July 30 Farfitt, Fulham rd 

MURPHY, MARTHA, Withington, Manchoster July 31 Rains, Edith rd, West 
Kensington 


| PaSCOB, WILLIAM THOMAS, Oakfield rd, Finsbury Park July 31 Howard & Shelton, 


Fore st 


, PINDER rHoMAS Henry, Wilmslow, Chester, Surgeon Aug 5 Walker & Co, Man- 


chester 

REED, ELLEN MARY, Clarendon ct, Maida Vale July 27 Dewey, Walbrook 

REID, —- VERNON, Observatory gdns, Kensington July 24 Dimond & Son, Wel- 
eck st 

ROBERTS, MARGARET, Wavertree, Liverpool July 31 Lindsay, Liverpool 

SAYER, Mary ANN, Ipswich July 20 Marshall & Son, Ipswich 

Scott, WILLIAM GEORGE, Liverpool, Civil Engineer Augi Walker, Liverpool 

SHEPHERD, GERORGINA PRISCILLA, Knaresborough July 28 Titley & Paver-Crow, 
Knaresborough 

SMITHEMAN, CLARA, Albury, nr Guildford Jaly 30 Young & Sons, Mark In 

—_ JoHN, East Stonehouse, Devon July 14 Robinson & Co, East Stone- 
10u8e 

SWALNSON, EpwIn NewcoME, Virgivia Water, Surrey July 2 


Stow & Co, Lincoln's 
inn flelds 


| TooN, THOMAS, Walsall July 31 Loxton, Walsall 


WATSON, MARY, Leeds July 31 Markland & Co, Leeds 
WHITEHEAD, JOHN, Hale, Chester, Culliery Proprietor July 31 Chorlton & Galloway, 
Manchester 








THE LIGENSES INSURANGE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


22a, MOoOORG ATE 


SrREaET, Lomwwvowmw, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICHNSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 


ae Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent on 
application. 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation alse insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
a perfeoted Profit-sharing system. 


ZPPaY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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WHITTAM, ELIZABETH, Lauderdale mans, Maida Vale July 20 Dixon & Co, Min-| DUDDING, FREDERICK, Heckmondwike, Yorks, Corn Merchant July 31 Iveso 1 & Co, 


WILKINSON, TARRAL, Croydon July 31 Whatley & Son, Lincoln's inn fields 
WINTER, THOMAS, Nuneaton, Warwick July 27 Clay & Co, Nuneaton 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, June 30. 
APPLEBY, WILLIAM ROBERT, Ollerton, nr Newark, Draper 
Manchester 
BAKER, MARGARET CAROLINE ELIZABETH CHANDOS VAN NoTTEeN, Herne Bay, 
Aug 15 Fooks & Co, Carey st, Linco!n’s inn 


Minor & Co, 
Kent 


July 27 


BELL, HERBERT BOOTH, Queen's rd, Bayswater Aug 15 Hughes & Co, Bedf.rd st, 
Covent Garden 
BENNETT, ARNOLD JAMES, Parkstone, Dorset Aug 15 Davies, Cannon st 


BOTTOMLEY, ELIZA, Brighouse July 25 Furniss & Co, Brighouse 

BREITLER, EUGEN, Walthamstow, Ess-x, Cabinet Maker July 31 
Finsbury pymt 

BOTLER, MARY, Aldridge, Staffs 

SUTTON, LEVI, Southampton, July 3i 

CLOVER, CHARLES PILGRIM, Buxhall, Suffolk, 
Bury St Edmunds 

COBHAM, HENRY, Mawdesley, Lancs, Basket Maker 
Ormskirk 

COoPER, AMANDA, Southport Aug25 Houston, Duchy of Lancaster Office 

COTTRELL, WILLIAM, Bristol, China Dealer July 30 Strickland & Co, Bristol 

CUSACK, THOMAS, Manchester July 8 Taylor, Manchester 

DAVIS, SAMUEL, Frinton on Sea, Essex July 24 Simmons & Simmons, Cheapside 

DOBSON, ELIZABETH, Forton, Lancs July 25 Clark & Sons, Lancaster 

Dros, JOSEPH, Essex rd, Licensed Victualler July 9 Clifford, Great Jame; st 


Houghton & Sons, 


Aug il Cooke, Walsall 

Page & Gulliford, Southampton 

Miller July lu Partridge & Wilson, 
. 


Au; 2 Kennedy & Glover, 


| HARVEY, KATE, Endsleigh st, Tavistock 4 Aug l 
ur 


Heckmo dwike 
GEE, GEORGE, Richmond, Surrey July 17 
GLADSTONE, ARTHUR SYDNEY, Victoria sq, Westminster 
James pl 4 
GRIFFITHS, Jeux HENRY, Neath, Coal Merchant July 16 Russell & Co, Neath 
GRIFFITHS, THOMAS DRUSLYN, Bournemouth Aug 15 Cox, Swansea 
GUMBLETON, FRANCES, Torquay Aug 10 Merriman & Co, King’s Bench walk 
HARRISON, WILLIAM, Blackpool July 15 Kay, Blackpool 
Baylis & Co, Fore at 
nell Orr, Belfast 


Atter, Twickenham 
Aug 8 Holt & Co, St 


HUNTER, MARY NICHOLSON, Tottenham 

ISAACSON, MARY ReEBeEccA, Oxford Aug 1 Burchell & Co, Victoria st 

KELSEN, ADOLPHE, Aldersgate st Aug3 Snowman «& Co, Leadenhall st 

LAKE, GEORGE, Wadsley, Sh ffield, Filecutter July 31 smith & Co, Sheffield 

LINTON, STEPHEN, Whitby, Yorks, Farmer July 28 Gray, Whitby 

LISTER, THOMAS, Higi.town, Livers dge, Innkeeper July 31 Ibberson & Co, Heckmond- 
wike 

MELLOR, SELINA, Cheetham, Manch ‘ster Aug 12 Hilditch, Manc ester 

POWELL, ALIDA MARIE, Portsdown rd, Maida Vale July31 Goddard & (a, Clement's inu 
Strand 

SIDNEY, PAUL, Hove, Sussex Augl Lingard & Leach, Finsbury circus 

TaYLOn, BARBARA, Newcastle upon Tyne July 27 Kelse& Co, bunderiand 

THORP, JAMES, Le gh, Lancs, Cotton Spinner Aug6 Makinson & Co, Manchester 

TINLING, MARIA LUCINDA, Bouenemouth July 21 Upperton & Co, Lincoln's inn 

fields 

WILLETTS, CHARLES, Hagley, Worcest r, Farmer July 16 Collis, Stourbridge 

WILLIAMS, SIR FREDER‘CK WILLIAM, Paris Augl Pitts & Sons, Barnstaple 

Woop, ALFRED HERBERT, Buxton July 21 Greaves & Greaves, Bradford 








Bank u t N ti Londer Gazette.—FRIDAY, June 26. | cannes, ‘ C, ~~ rd, Fishmonger High Court Pet 
7 May Ord June 24 
ruptcy OtICEsS. pammcee Wen Pe. ee Deihier South: | S Suanee Leeds, Wholsale Confectioner Leeds 
m & _— PANTING, cD, i on, as, ot _ Pet June 23 Ord June 23 
Lenton Gasstle—TURSDAY, Jane 28. ampton Pet June2¢ Ord June 24 - MACPHERSON, ANGUS, Burnaston, Derby Derby Pet 
ADJUDICATIONS. BEAN, WILLOUGHBY JoHN, West Mersea, Essex Cvl- Jase Ord Sane 


ATTHILL, WILLIAM, Lee pk, Blackheath, Tutor Green- gy MA. 
wich Peat June2 Ord June 19 

BISCHOF, RICHARD ROBERT HERBERT, Park rd, Clarence 
gate, Middix, Gelatine Merchant High Court Pet 
May 25 Ord June 19 

BOARD, WALTER, Bitton, Teignmouth, Coal Dealer Exeter 
Pet June 18 Ord June1s 

BORLEY, WILLIAM JOSEPH, Ipswich, Baker Ipswich 
June 18 Ord June 18 

BROWNLOW, ROBERT JAMES, 
Company Director. Manchester 
June 18 

BURROWS, WILLIAM, Blackstock rd, Finsbury pk, Dairyman 
High Court Pet May 13 Ord June 19 


BIRCH, 


BURDEN, WILFRED, 


wich Pet June 23 


Pet Bradford Pet June 23 
Withington, Manchester, . r 
Pet Dec 23 Ord Manufacture 

Feb 21 Ord June 23 
CO@PER, FREDERICK, 
Traveller Birmingham 


CONINGHAM, WALTER ROBERTSON, Dehli, India High | gposrgp w y 
Court Pet April7 Ord June 19 a Me June 22 
CowPsR, REGINALD HuGH, High st, Putney, Draper | payig ARCHIBALD 


Wandsworth Pet May 27 Ord June18 

DIDSBURY, JOHN, Prenton, Chester, Baker Birkenheal 
Pet June 15 Ord June 18 

Dope, GEORGE SIMON, Woking, Coal Merchant Guildford 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18 . 

DOOTSON, WILLIAM, Blackpool, Motor 
Blackpcol Pet May 27 Ord June 18 

DURRANT, ALFRED WILLIAM GEORGE, R»th rhithe st, 
Bermondsey, Builder High Court Pet June 19 
Ord June 19 

EDWARDS, GEORGE, Maesteg, Glam, Collier Cardiff Pet 


Salop, Auctioneer 
June 20 

Middlesbrough 
Manufacturer 


Oct 7 Ord May 19 


June 23 Ord June 23 


Ord June 19 
CHARLES WILLIAM, 
Manchester Pet June 23 
Westcliff-on-Sea, 
High Court Pet June 24 
BUTLER, ROBERT HenRY, Brisley, Norfolk, Dealer 
Ord June 23 
CARTES, SAMUEL GAMBLE, Farsley, Yorks, Estate 
Ord June 23 
CLARK, THOMAS ROWLANDSON, Harrold, Beds, Boot Tree 
Bedford Pet June 23 
CoNnvis, CHARLES Ezra, Bloomsbury q 
Spirkhil, Birmingham, 
Pet June 23 
Scarborougli, 


GEORGE KINCHIN, Market 


DE RUSTAFJAELL, ROBERT, Victoria st 

ENNIS, ARTHUR BALUEINE, Tempsford, leds 
Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

EYRE, WALTER, Sheffield, Forge Foremin Sheffield 


FITZGERALD, Lord EowWaARD, St James’ ct, Buckingham | 


MAIZELS, GEORGE, and VICTOR ALBERT SAMSON, Harriet 


Altrincham, Ironmonger High Court Pet May 13 
Ord June 23 
Timber 
Ori June 24 


st, Sloane st, Silk Merchants 
Ord June 24 

| MAJENDIE, JAMES HENRY ALEXANDER, 
ham, Essex Colchester Pet May 1 


Merchant Castle Heding- 


Ord Jun* 20 


Nor- MANNING, FREDERICK GEORGE, Swindon, Oil and Hard- 
ware Merchant Swindon Pet June23 Ord June 23 
Agent MASSEY, ANN, Stretford, Lancs, Corn Lealer Salford Pet 


June 19 Ord June 19 

MATHER, A D, and Co, Whittington av, 
April17 Ord June 24 

METCALF, JOHN, Covenham St Bartholomew, Lincs. Hay 
Dealer Great Grimsby Pet June19 Ord June 19 

MYRING, THOMAS Hewitt, Norfolk st, Parkin High Court 
Pet Jani Ord May 13 

PALMER, WASHINGTON, Longsight, Manchester, Chemist 
Manchester Pet Junel9 Ord June 19 

Prick, SAMUEL, Treherbert, Glam, Engine Driver Ponty- 


Ord June 23 High Court Pet 
High ‘ourt Pet 


srewer 3 


Ord June 23 


Joiner Scarborough 


Drayton, 


Nantwich Pet June 20 Ori pridd Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
. , J ROE, ROBERT, Derby, Grocer Derby Pet June 22 Ord 
DAWES, GEORGE ALEXANDER, Mididlesbroug’, Auctioneer | June 22 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 SALTER, CHARLES PHILLIPS, Bromsgrove, Drap:r's 


High Court Pet Manager Worcester Pet Jane 20 Ord June 20 

SHAW, THOMAS, Pilsley, nr Chesterfi:id, Draper Derby 
Pet June 22 Ord June 22 

SMITH, RALPH, Halifax, Restaurant Proprietor 
Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

STOATE, THOMAS MITCHELL, Tunbridge Wells, Butcher 
Tunbridge Wells Pet June 23 Ord June 23 


B:dford 
Halifax 
Pet } 


June 18 Ord June 18 ; ‘ 1) 98 , ‘ay 15 - , 
AIRC i . , gate HighCourt Pet April 23 Ord May 15 STOKES, JAMES JOHN, and FRANCIS HARCOURT STOKES 
FAIRCHILD, ARTHUR, Lincoln, Plumber Lincoln Pet | pyrrcrorr, SAMURL ELLIS, Wardl>, nr Rochdale, Borough High st, Solicitors High Court Pet June 24 
po une 19 Ord June 19 > - Licen:ed Victualler Rochdale Pet June 24 Ord Ord June 24 
Pinem, ABSOES, Gomersal, Yorks, Wire Drawer Brad- June 24 1 Vv + AUBREY Hursent, Mari Buck 

or Pet Jane iS Ord June 18 — 1 f >. Pp > at ‘IMBERLAKE, VINCENT AU 4 zRT, Marlow, Bucks, 

FRANCIS, ARTHUR JOHN, Bath, Printer Bath P.t June 2) Cycle anlar Aylesbury Pet June 23 Ord June 23 


GouGH, EMILY, Aylesbury, Nurseryman Aylesbury Pet 
Junel19 Ord June ly 

GRIFFIN, WILLIAM WesSON, York, House Furnisher York 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

Hopss, WILLIAM FRANCIS, Radstock, Somerset Market 
Gardener Frome Pet June18 Ord June 18 

HOLT, FRANCIS, Luton, Straw Hat Manufact»rer Luton 
Pet June19 Ord June 19 

JARVIS, LOUIS GRORGE, Ipswich, Engineers’ Smith Ipswich 
Pet June18 Ord June 18 

LEAGO, THOMAS WEB3TER, Desborough, Northampton, 
Florist Northampton Pet June 1) Ord June 19 

LINTOTT, GEORGE BENJAMIN, Nunhead crescent, Peckam 
High Court Pet May 14 Ord June 19 

LUCKSFORD, SIDNEY ALBERT, Eognor, Outfitter Brighton 
Pet June19 Ord June 19 


rd June 20 


Junel2 Ord June 24 


HARDY, HARRY, 


HENDERSON, 


Pet May 15 


FABBITAS, JOHN Henry, Works p, 
Labourer Sheffield Pet June 22 
GRAY, ARTHUR, Bournemouth, Greengrocer 


GREGG, WILLIAM GEoRGE, Hitchin, Heris, Credit Draper 
High Court Pet June 18 
Mansfield, 
Nottingham Pet June 22 
ANDREW LOUIS, 
Merchant High Court Pet June 24 
Jones, RICHARD JOHN, Hoylake, Chester, Solicitor’s Clerk 
Birkenhead Pet June 20 Ord June 2) 
JosEPH, J H, Sefton Park, Liverpool, Traveller Liverp»ol 
Ord June 22 


| TOWNSEXD, CHARLES COLLINGWOOD, Camberley, Surrey 
Guildford Pet April17 Ord June 23 

VARTY, JONATHAN, Lincoln, Grocer Lincoln 
Ord June 23 

WALKER, RALPH, Darlington 

Ord June 2) ‘a 4 Ocd June 19 

Notts, House Furnisher | WIGHAM, LAWRANCE, York Dyer Pet Jun220 Ord June 

20 


Timber Merc'iant's 
Ord June 22 


Poole Pet May 14 


Pet 


Stocktun on Tees Pet June 


Ord June 22 | 
New Union st, Export 
Ord June 26 Am2nlei notice is substituted for that published 
in the London Gazette 9 June 16 


ROSENSON, GOODMAN, Salford, General Draper 
chester Pet May 13 Ord June 12 


Man- 





Barnards Green, Malvern, 


MANN, THoMAS ROLLINGS, 
Worcester Pet Jane i8 


House Furnisher’s Manager 

_ Ord June 18 

NOBLE, HERBERT, Clayton, nr Bradford, Painter Brad- 

_ ford Pet June19 Ord June 19 

NorMay, ELI, Aley Green, nr Luton, Beds, Licensed 
Victualler Luton Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

ROsERTS, ANNIE, Birley Carr, Sheffield Sheffield Pet 
June 19 Ord June 19 

SQIRRELL, WILLIAM, Bildeston, Suffolk, Merchant Ipswich 
Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

“STEPHENSON, GEORGE WILLIAM, Appleby, Westmrland, 
Tailor Kendal Pet June 18 Ord Juue 18 

TAYLOR, CLARENCE, Keighley, Confectioner 

: Pet Junei9 Ord June 19 

TOMLINSON, JESSE, Sheffie'd, Draper Sheffield Pet June 
18 Ord June 18 D 

W HITE, WILLIAM GE >RGE, and FREDERIC CLAUDE 
NICHOLLS, Frome, Somerset, Printers Frome Pet 
June 18 Ord June 18 


Bradford 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


BAGLEY, MELVILLE SEWELL, Vartwright gdns, Leigh st 
High Court Adjud Nov 29, 1910 Annul June 16, 


RAWOLIFFE, ALLAN SUMMER, Haigh, nr Wigan, Brewer's 








HOME MISSIONS 


The ADDITIONAL CURATES SOCIETY provides assistant Clergy for 
the slums and poorer suburbs of large cities, and for minin 
towns; in doing so it acts as a CENTRAL AGENC 
to those parts of the country where pressure is greatest. 
of very real importance at the present moment. 
iven part to send help to those needy places which are beyond the border of the 
iocese in which they live, and therefore cannot be helped by their contribution 
to its Diocesan Finance. 
populous poor districts of South London and “London over the Border,” to the 
Colliery regions of South Wales, and to parishes in the Black Country and the 
Staffordshire Potteries. 


ae: A.C.S. Office :14, GREAT SMITH STREET, LONDON, 8. W. 


(Central Finance), 
and other industrial 
for conveying help 
The Society’s work is 
It enables Churchpeople in any 


In this way, the A.C.S. is giving great help to the 








Manager Wigan Adjud Feb 28 Annu! June 16 
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FIRST MEETINGS. 


BEAN, WILLOUGHBY JoHN, West Mersea, Esxrex July 3 a 


11.15 Cups Hotel, Colchester 

BURDEN, WILFRID, Westcliff on Sea. Timer Merchan 
July 6a.12.30 Baxkruptcy bides, Carey st 

CARTER, SAMUEL GAMBLE, Farsley, Yorks, Estate Agent 
Jaly 6at3 Off Re-, 12, Ouke st, Bradfo d 

CONVIS, CHARLEY Ezra, Blwomsbuary sq July 6 at 12 


Bankruptcy b'dgs, Carey st 


CoOPER, FREDERICK, Spark bill, Birmingham, Brewer's 


Traveller JulySatil.30 Ruskin chmbra, 191, Corpor 
ation st, Birmingham 

Croster, WILLIAM, Scarbor ugh, Joiner July at 4.30 
Off Ree 43, Westborough, Scarboroug) 

DAVIS, ARCHIBALD GERORGE KINCHIN, Market D-ayton 
Salop Auctioneer July 3 at 11.15 Off Rec, King st, 


Nevcastie, Staffordshire 


DAWES, GEORGE ALEXANDER, Middlesbrough, Auctioneer 


July 7 at 12 Off Kee, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, 
Middlesbrough 
DooTson, WILLIAM, Blackpool, Motor Manufacturer and 


Dealer July 6 at3 Off Rec, 13, Winckley at, Pres- 
ton 

DURRANT, ALFRED 
Bermondsey, Bu Ider 
Carey st 

EDWARDS, Groros, Maesteg, Glam, 
117, Sant Mary st, Cardiff 

ESC \LADA, Hecror FLOREvOI, Waterloo pl 
Bankrupt*y bidgs, Carey st 

FAIRCHILD, ARTHUR, Lincoln, Plumber 
Rec. 10, Bank st, Lincoln 

FITZGERALD, Lord Eowarp. James ct, Bucki gham Gate 
July 6at1 Bankrupey bidg:, Car-y st 

FRIEND, RicHirgp LANapon, Hereford, Builder 
at 12.80 2, Offa st, Hereford 

GILL, FRANK JAMES, Station rd, Winchmore Hill, Traveller 
July 6at 12.30 14, Bedford row 

GeRay, GeoRGR, Cannon st, Financier 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Greao, WILLIAM George, Hitchin, Herts, Credit Draper 
Jaly §atl2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Gaivrtn, WILLtAM Wesson, York, House Furnisier July 
6at% Off Res, The Red House, Duncomne p!, York 

HENDERSON, ANDREW Louis, New Union st, Export Mer 


mae, Rotherhithe st, 
Bankruptcy bidgs, 


WILLIAM GE 
Juy3atl 


Collier July 7 at 

July 6 at 11 
July 7 at 12 Off 
Jaly 4 


July7atil Bank 


chant July 8at 11.30 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 
HENDERSON, J, Grafton st, Mile End, Credit Draper July 
7atl Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
HertTrorp, HARRY, Pinner, ‘Middix, Commission Agent 


Bedford row 

Beds, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Julv 7 at 12 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 

Hout, H Cect., Upper George st, Bryanston 94, 5>licitor 
July 7at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

HOPKIN, MORGAN, Swans’a, Butch+r July 3 at 11 
Rec, Governmeut bidgs, St Mary's st, Swansea 

Hoears, GwityM, Lovhor,Glam, Labourer July 14 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthe. 

Jones, EDWARD Lovb, Conway, [ronmonger 
Crypt chmbr:, Chester 

Jones, Rrcnarp Joun, H wilake, Chester, Solicitor's Clerk 
Jaly Tatil Off Roe, Untoa Marine bidgs, 11, Dale st, 
Liverpool 

LeaGo, THOMAS WEBSTER, 
3 Off Rec, Tue Parade, 


July 6at 11.30 14, 
HOLT, FRANCIS, Luton, 


or 


July 3at 12 


Desborough, Florist July 8 at 


Northampton 


Leeson, A C, Uxbridge rd, Shep erd’s Bush, Pishmonger | 
July 7 at 11.30 Bankruptcy b dgs, Carey st 

L¥vy, Henry, Mare st, Hackney Mantle Manufacturer 
July 8 atill SBankruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Lewis, Lemugt. ArtTaur, Talgarth, Brecknock Grocer 
July 4 atl2 2, Offa st, Hereford 

LISTeR, CHARLES, Leeds, Wholesale Confectioner Jaly 7 
at ll Off Rec, 2, bond st, Leeds 

LUCKSFORD, SIDNEY ALBERT, Bognor Outfitter Jnly 3 at 


Off Rec, 124, Marlborough p), Brighton 

MAIZELS, GRORGE and VICTOR, ALBERT SAMSON, 
at, Sloane st, Silk Merchant Ju'y6 ati2 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

A D Matuer & Co, Metal Exchange bidgs, Whittingto. 
av July6 atl Bankruptcy bids, Carey st 

MERREDEW, Groros, Enfield, Manager to 
July 6 at 12 14, Bedford row 


2.30 
Harriet 
Sank 


Compapy 


MERRIMAN, Ceort, HARDWICK, Liverpool July 3 at 1° 
Off Rec, Union Marine Bidgs, 11, Dale st, Liverpvol 
MetTcatr, JouN, Sviit Bartholomew, Lincs, Hay and 


Straw Dealer July 4at 11 Off Rec,St Mary’s chmbrs, 
Great Grimeby 

Myrine, THomas Hewitt, Norfolk st, Park In 
at 1230 Bank-uptey bidgs, Carey st 

NORMAN, Ett, Aley Green, ar Laton, Licensed Victualler 
Luton July 7 at 12.30 Off Rec, The Parade, North 
ampton 

Rice, JeTHro Jonny, Norwich, Newsagent July 4 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

SALTER, CHARLES PHILLIPS, Beomszrove, Draper's Mana 
ger July 11.30 Of Rec, 11, Cop-nhagen st, 
Worcester 

SHARPER, WILLIAM Henry, Salford, Provision Dealer 
6at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

SaHaw, Harry, Ripon, Wime Merchait July 7 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Court chmbr+, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

SMITH, GrorGs, Padwo: th, Berks, Voal Merchant July 6 
atill 14, Bedford row 

Suita, RALPH, Woolshops, Halifax, Restaurant Pro- 
prietor July 3at 10.30 County Cvurt House, Presc tt 
st, Halifax 

Stovwrs, THomas 
Butcher July Sac 12 
Brighton 

Stokes, James JOHN, and FRANC!S 
Borough High st, Solicitors July 4 at 11.30 
ruptcy bid cs, Crrey st 


July 6 


s at 


July 


M TCHELL, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, 
Of Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, 


HARCOURT STOKEs, 
Bank- 


TOMLINSON, Jesse, She Held, Draper July 7 at 11.3) Of 
Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

WADHAM, HAROLD FREDERICK, 1, Aberdeen ct, Maida 
Vale, Stockbroker July 8 at 11 Bankruptcy bldzs, 


Carey st 
WHITE, SAMUEL BroLOTLOWsaI, Fann st, Furrier July Sat 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey at 








WiIGHAM, LAWRENCE, Skeldergate, York, Dyer July 6 at 
3.30 Off Ree, The Red House, Dancombe pi, York 
Witses, Tuomas Linton, Louth, Motor Engineer July 4 
at 10.50 Off Rec, Nt Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 
Weient, Toomas LAWRENCE, Chariton Kings, Glous, Con- 
mission Agent July 4 at 3.30 County Court bidgs, 

Cheltenham. 


ADJ UDICATIONS. 


BANTING, Frep, Himbl don, Hants, Builder 
Pet June 24 Ord June 24 


Southampton 


BELLINGER, GEORGE WILLIAM, Dorchester, Butcher 
Dorchester Pet June 15 Ord June 22 

BIRCH, CHARLES WILLIAM, Altrincham, lIronmonget 
Manchester Pet June 23 O d June 2% 

BUTLER, RoB-RT Henry, Brisley, Norfo k, Dealer Nor- 
wich Pet June Urd June 23 

CARTER, SAMUEL GAMBLE, Fars'ey, Yorks, Estate Agent 


Bradford P:«t June 23 Ord June 23 
CLARK, JAMES HgnRY, Gray's inn rd, Removal Contrac‘or 
High Court Pet Mar13 Ord June 2% 

CLARK, THOMAS ROWLANDSON, Harrold, Beds, Boot Tree 
Manufacturer Wedford Pet June 23 Ord Ju -e 23 
COOPER, FREDERICK, Sparkhil, Birmingham, Brewer's 
Traveller Birmingham Pet June 23 0O.d June 23 
CROSIER, WILLIAM, Scarborough, Joiner Scarborough 

Pet June 22 Ord June 22 
DAVIS, ARCHIBALD GrorGE KINCHIN, Morket oo 
Or 


Salop, Auct.oneer Nantwich Pet June 20 
June 20 
DAWES, GEORGE ALEXANDER, Middlesbrough, Auctioneer 


Ord June 19 


Middlesbrough Pet June 19 
High Court 


DOWDEN. Percy PELLATT, Victoria st 
May 20 Ord June 20 

EDINGTON, GgorGEe THOMAS, Mineing In, 
High Cowt Pet May 21 Ord June 24 

EYRE, WALTER, Sheffie'd, Forge Foreman 
June 23 Ord June 23 

FLITCROFT, SAMUEL EuLis, Wardle, nr Rochda'e, Licen ed 


Pet 
Cotton Br »kers 
Sheffield Pet 


Victualler Rochdale Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
FRANCIS, ARTHUR JoHN, Bath, Printer Bath Pet 
June 20 Ord Jane 20 
GABBITAS, JOHN HENRY, Worksop, Timber Merchant's 
Labourer Sheffield Pet June z2 Ord June 22 
HARDY, Harry, Mansfi-ld, Notts, House Furnisher Not- 
tinzhom Pet June 22 Ord June 22 
HIENDERSON, ANDREW LouIS, New Union st, Export 


Merchant High Court Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

HIGHAM, WILLIAM Ernst, Burnley, Hay and Corn Mer- 
chant Burnley Pet May 22 Ord June 20 

HOWARD, SEPTIMUS CAROLDS, Stafford, Hotel Proprietor 
Stafford Pet May 14 Ord June 23 

I ANSON, ARTHUR, Middlesbrough, Chartered Accountant 
Middlesbrough Pet Aug 30 Ord June 2} 


JOHNSON, FRANCIS es and FRANCES SARAH 
HOOKINS, Church Kensi:gton, Refreshmen 
Caterers High Court iat May 28 O.d June 23 

JONES, RICHARD JOHN, Hoylake, Chester, Solicitor's 


Clerk Birkenhead Pet June 20 Ord June 20 


LisTeR, CHARLES. Leeds, Wholesale Confectioner Leds 
| Pet June23 Ord June 23 
MACPHERSON, ANGUS, Burnaston, Derby Derby Pet June 


20 Ord June 20 
MANNING, FREDERICK GEORGE, Swindon 
ware Merchant Swindon Pet June 23 


Oi! and Hard- 
Ord June 23 


MASSEY, ANN, Stretford, Lanes. Corn and Provend-r 
Dealer Sa'ford Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
| MERRIMAN, CecrL HaRpwIcK, Liverpool Liverpool Pet 
April 15 Ord June 20 } 
METCALF, JOHN, Saint Bartholomew, Lincs. Hay and 
Straw Deal.r Great Grimsby Pet June 19 Ord June 
19 
Prick, SAMUEL, Treherbert, Glam, Engine Driver 
Poatyprid! Pct June 24 Ord June 24 
RICHARDSON, STANHOPE LONKS WARING, Bridlingtcn 
Scarborough Pet June 24 Ord May, 29 
Rok, Ropert, Derby, Grocer Derby Pet June 22 Ord 
June 22 
SALTER, CHARLES PHILLIPS, Bromsgrove, Draper's 
Manager Worcest r Pet June2v Ord June 2 


Weste iff on Sea, Proorietor of 


SAYER, WILLIAM HENRY, 
Cheimsord Pet Ayril7 Ord 


turf Press A.eo y 


June 22 

“HARP, WILLIAM Henry, Salford Provision Dealer 
Sa'ford Pet May 29 Ord June 23 

SHAW, THOMAS, Pil ley, nr Chestertl.1', Draper Derby 
Pet June 22 Ord June 22 

Smits, RALPH, Halifax,-Restaurant Proprietor Halifax 
Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

STOATE, THOMAS, MITCHELL, Tunbri'ge Wells, Batcher 


Ord June 23 
HAROOURT STOKFS, 
High Cour 


Tunbridge Wells Pet June 23 
STOKES, JAMES JOHN, and FRANCOIS 
Bo ough High st, Surrey, Solicitors 
Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
VARTY, JONATHAN, Lincoln, Grocer 
Ord June 23 
WIGHAM, LAWRENCE, 
Ord June 20 
Amended Notice substi' uted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 8 : 
AKERS, EpwWARD Sipney, Oxford rd, Isiington, 
Hish Court Pet Feb12 Ord May4 
London Gazette—TUESDAY, June 30. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ALLEN, HENRY WILLIAM, Southsea, Stationer, Portsmouth 
Pet June 25 Ord June 25 
AUSTIN, JAMES VINCENT, Leeds, 
June 26 Ord June 26 
BELL, Henry Jouy, Lambourn, Berks, 
Newbury Pet June 13 Ord June 25 
BLACKFORD, JonES & Co, Liverpool, Insurance Brokers 
Liverpo>l Pet Apr 30 Ord June 26 
DONALD, GEORGE, Blackpool, Pluxnber, Pet 
June ll Ord June 26 
Evans, WILLIAM H., Bromborough, Birke.head Pet May 
14 Ord June 26 
HARDER, WILLIAM, Port Talbot, 
Manufacturer Neath Pet June 25 Ord June 25 


Lincoln Pet May 14 


York, Dyer York Pet June 20 


Butcher 


Traveller, Leeds Pet 


Coachbui' der 


Blackpool 


Glam, Mineral orcad 





| HIGGINS, Jamus, Aston on Trent, Derby, Market Gar. 
dener Derby Pet June 26 Ord June 26 
HvuGues, Huem AvUseustvs, St Danstan’s hill High Court 


Pet May ll Ord June 26 
JENKINS, HENRY, Shanklin, Isle of Wigh‘, Contracting 
Carter Newport Pet Junel2 Ord Jane 27 
JOHNSON, ADELAIDE, Manchester st, Manchester sq, 
Feme Sole High Court Pet Mar9 Or.i June 26 


LOCKE, CHARLES ROBERT, Stockport, Architect Stock- 
port Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
LONG, ROBERT, Bressingham, Norfolk, Miller Ipswici: 


Pet Junell Ord June 25 


MApay, FREDERICK Taomas, Thundersley, Estex, Estate 
Agent Chelmsford Petwune 25 Ord June 25 
MEREDITH, GEORGE CUTHBERT, Queensferry, Flint 


Ord June 25 


Chester Pet June 25 
Labourer 


Aberavon, Underground 
Ord June 26 


Decorator 
MIZEN, EDWARD, 
Neath Pet June 26 


NIxoy, JosEPH, Normanton, Grocer Wakefield Pet 
June 26 Ord June 26 . 
OFFEN, ELLEN Lovursa, St Leonards on Sea Hastings 


Pet June 25 Ord June 25 
RANSON, ALBERT, Norwich, Stock, Share and Insurance 
Broker Norwich PetJune 26 Ord June 26 


Rick, ELVYN LAKE, Guildford, Builder Guildford Pet 
June 26 Ord June 26 
Roperts, THOMAS Davip, Abergavenny, Hairdresser 


Ord June 23 


Tredegar Pet June 23 
Merthyr Tydfil, 


SYMINGTON, JAMES, Dowluais, Prov sion 


Dealer Merthyr Tydfil Pet June 10 Ord 
June 26 
TATE, JOHN EDWARD, Port Sunlight, Chester Managing 


Director Birkenhead Pet April21 Ord Jane 27 

TAYLOR, ELIZABETH, Birniughwn  Birm ngham 
Junel0 Ord June 26 

WAITE, HORACE G, Victoria st High Court Pet May 29 
Ord June 25 

WARD, CHARLES GODFREY, Rushden, Grocer Northampton 
Pet Jane 24 Ord June 24 

WaTTs, FRANK HERBERT, Mincing In High Court Pet 
Jane 4 ord June 25 

WRIGHT, WILLIAM WALDEN, Heckington, Lincoln, Grocer 
Boston Pet Jane 25 Ord Juve 25 


Pet 





Just Published. Price ONE SHILLING net. 


Charles Dickens 
in Chancery. 


Being an account of his Proceedings in respect of 
the ** Christmas Carol,” with some gossip in relation 
to the old Law Courts at Westminster. 


By €. T. JAQUES, a Solicitor of the Supreme Court 
LONGMANS, GREEN & CO., 
30, Paternoster Row, London, E.C. 


Just Published. Price 2/6 net. 


LAW AND PRACTICE OF 
BANKRUPTCY. 


By G. L. HARDY, Barrister~at-Law. 
Author of ‘The Law and Practice of Divorce.” 


LONDON : 
EFFINGHAM WILSON, 54, Threadneedle St., E.C. 


GEORGE LUNN’S TOURS, Ltd. 


100 Tours from £5 $s. Six Departures weekly. 
SPECIAL NO-NIGHT TRAVEL TOURS. 
MONTREUX, 17 days, £7 7s, LUGANO,S days, £5 10s, 

LUGANO and VENICE, 10 days, £8 18s. 6d. 
GRAND ALPINE Tour, 17 days, £11 Its. 
tOUND ITALY Tours, 14 days, £214 14s, 
CENTRAL EUROPEAN CAPITALS, 
DOLOMITES and TYROL, 20 days, £23 2s. 
First-class Hotels throughout. Apply— 
Secretary, 42, Gi. Russell St., W.C. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835, CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pr»- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalizea. 
Cc. H. CLAYTON, Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, f Secretaries. 


REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, LTD. 


ESTABLISHED 1823, 

Empowered by Special Acts of Parliament, 
Reversions, Life Interesta, and Policies bought. Advances 
on Reversions and Life —— either at annual interest 
ow by way of deferred charge. — for cape 
silowed. Law Coste on Loans £1643 

Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, &764,8265. 


30, Coleman St., London, E.O, 














20 days, £24 3s, 


























